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As historians we must be particularly concerned with the problem whether 
major changes in the psychology of a society or culture can be traced, 
even in part, to some severe trauma suffered in common—that is, with the 
question whether whole communities, like individuals, can be profoundly 
affected by some shattering experience . . . | hasten to say in advance 
that | do not, of course, imagine the psychological impact of such crises to 
be uniform for all members of the population, for if modern psychology 
has demonstrated anything it is the proposition that in any given situation 
individuals will react in widely diverse ways, depending on their 
constitution, their family background, their early experiences, and other 
factors . . . Over the long term . . . it seems likely that the group 

would react in a manner most nearly corresponding to the underlying 
requirements of the majority of its members—in other words, that despite 
great variations as between individuals there would be a dominant 
attitudinal pattern. 


William Langer 


My writing was all about you; all | did there, after all, was to bemoan what 

| could not bemoan upon your breast. It was an intentionally long-drawn-out 
leave-taking from you, yet although it was enforced by you, it did take its 
course in the direction determined by me. 


Franz Kafka to his father 


INTRODUCTION 


Before 1914, German-Americans were widely considered to be 
the “most assimilable and reputable of the immigrant groups” 
in America. They were a richly diverse ethnic group, differen- 
tiated by social and economic background, political and re- 
ligious affiliation, stage of assimilation, and geographical loca- 
tion.” 

Then came the First World War. Its effect was to draw 
German-Americans together: the threat that it posed to their 
status gave them an urgent need for self-defense—and ulti- 
mately for self-assertion. Those who were able to give mean- 
ing and direction to this group experience (which had no pre- 
vious American analogues save the Tories in the Revolution 
and the pro-South Copperheads of the North in the Civil War) 
took on a special importance in German-American life. Intel- 
lectuals, editors, journalists, and college professors interpreted 
the “facts,” developed the arguments, and manipulated the 
symbols that drew their audience to the cause of “justice for 
Germany” and the salvation of things German in America. They 
defined the range of options for their fellow German-Ameri- 
cans. 

That range came to enclose a spectrum of sentiment reach- 
ing from extreme pro-Germanism to “one hundred percent” 
Americanism. Most German-Americans occupied a middle 
ground. They were indignant, ambivalent, vacillating, moving 
from issue to issue with responses keyed to the political condi- 
tions of the moment. They tried to balance their American in- 
terests with their sympathy for the beleagucred fatherland. 
They sought to refrain from actions that would sct German- 
Americans apart. Most moderates tried to surmount their emo- 
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tional involvement in the war, to negotiate their differences 
with critics, and to leave open the option of multiple alle- 
giances. 

Not so the pro-German militants. Their identification with 
the fatherland was rigid and unyielding, often going beyond 
the desires of the German government and occasionally sub- 
verting its interests. In many cases their militancy was as much 
an expression of negative attitudes toward America as of sym- 
pathy for Germany. Charles Hexamer, the American-born 
president of the National German-American Alliance, told his 
listeners: 


We have before us a bitter struggle, and we can wage it successfully 
only if we are united . . . Whoever casts aside his Germanism from him 
like an old glove is not worthy to be spat upon. Such a rascal is a de- 
serter . . . We have long suffered the preachment that “you Germans 
must allow yourselves to be assimilated, you must merge into the Amer- 
ican people”: but no one will ever find us prepared to descend to an in- 
ferior culture.? 


Extremism was not limited to advocates of German victory. 
The range of German-American responses to the war included 
a party of American superpatriots, ready to identify with the 
Allied view of the conflict. Their Americanism took the form 
of rejecting rather than defending their ethnicity. They pi- 
oneered the path to total assimilation that in the end most 
German-Americans were to follow. 

These three modes of activism do not exhaust the range of 
German-American responses to the issue of allegiance posed 
by the war. Many retreated into neutrality, apathy, privacy. 
Wealthy, assimilated German-Americans were conspicuously 
absent from leadership roles during the war years. Others were 
bound by religious conviction to adopt a neutral stance. 

But it was among the activists that the several states of be- 
longing evoked by the war found their sharpest and most 
poignant expression. And each of the subjects of this book 
came to symbolize one of these responses. 

Hugo Münsterberg (1863-1916), Professor of Psychology 
at Harvard University, was the most powerful spokesman of 
the middle-of-the-roaders. George Sylvester Viereck (1884— 
1962), poet, novelist, and publicist, was the leading pro-Ger- 
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man militant. Hermann Hagedorn (1882-1964), poet, play- 
wright, and biographer, was foremost among the pro-Allied 
superpatriots. 

To understand the choices these men made, it is necessary to 
explore their psychic and intellectual lives as well as their po- 
litical activities. I have sought to do so through the traditional 
staples of biography: diaries, letters, printed sources. But I 
have also tried to comprehend, through these lives, the forma- 
tion and dynamics of personality and the process by which per- 
sonality interconnects with culture and history. 

I begin with the assumption that adult political dispositions 
have their roots in childhood and adolescent family relation- 
ships. One’s attitudes toward state and nation are significantly 
affected by perceptions of one’s parents as love objects and 
authority figures. Post-Freudian theorists have argued per- 
suasively that the raw experiences of childhood are reviewed 
and redefined throughout the life cycle. I seek to show how 
my subjects transformed the lessons of their early lives into 
character traits that shaped their adult attitudes and behavior. 

The experience of these men had another crucial dimension: 
their social and intellectual careers. People generally act in a 
way calculated to reduce the dissonance between their inner 
and outer worlds. “Real” issues and events must be dealt with. 
Those who would be shapers of history must find a way to make 
their thoughts and actions, however subjective in character or 
unconscious in origin, intelligible to others. For Münsterberg, 
Viereck, and Hagedorn—men who lived by words and ideas— 
this was particularly true. In this fashion the history of their 
lives became part of the history of their time. 

The studies that follow explore in depth this interaction be- 
tween self and society. Each of these men sought (with vary- 
ing degrees of success) to play an active role in American in- 
tellectual and cultural life. Their psychic and intellectual lives 
intertwined in revealing ways. With the coming of the First 
World War they were led to political commitments that 
merged with—and emerged from—these other modes of iden- 
tity. The result was three very different states of belonging. 


Part One 


Hugo Munsterberg ... 
ON BEING GERMAN IN AMERICA 


In 1913, on Hugo Minsterberg’s fiftieth birthday, George Sylvester Viereck 
—then a young poet and journalist—saluted him as “Germany’s greatest 
single asset in the United States.” He praised Miinsterberg’s vitality, 
scholarly productivity, political insight, and interpretations of the German 
and American national characters. “The intellectual leadership of the 
German-Americans once held by Carl Schurz has fallen to him,” Viereck 
asserted.1 

The final tribute was the more telling since Hugo Münsterberg retained 
his German citizenship through twenty-four years of residence in America. 
He believed himself to be “a man who sees both countries with the eyes of 
love.” He did not seek a new homeland in America, but came—and stayed 
—as a scholar-ambassador whose mission was to promote ties of amity and 
understanding between the two countries.2 

Münsterberg had many homes, but none to which he fully belonged. Born 
a Jew in Danzig, at a time in Germany history when the promise of social 
equality beckoned Jews from their religion, he abandoned Judaism by his 
early twenties. He converted to a secular religion compounded of German 
nationalism and cultural romanticism. He was one of a number of bourgeois 
intellectual Jews who aspired to an aristocratic lifestyle—the young Hun- 
garian Theodor Herzl was another—and who fell prey to the common illusion 
that assimilation was a simple matter of choice. He sensed that his two 
allegiances could not be reconciled; that one must be denied. In renouncing 
his Jewish identity, Münsterberg threw in his lot with the German nation. 
It was a grave personal decision, the kind that few men later dare to 
review. He took no notice of the shrill anti-Semitism that sounded in the 
last decades of the nineteenth century in Germany, although it contributed 
to the pressure on him to make his career elsewhere. 

In America, Miinsterberg became a renowned exponent of German 
culture. In Germany, his good standing depended upon his American 
associations. In each country he styled himself as a representative of the 
other. German-Americans looked on him as an exemplar of their contribution 
to America. Stressing the value of their heritage, he exhorted them to 
resist assimilation, to retain their identity as Germans in America. If this 
advice ran counter to his own behavior toward his Jewish heritage, it was 
not because Münsterberg drew a distinction between religious and national 
“faith.” Rather, it was a matter of achieving the higher cultural status. In 
Germany it was better to be a German than a Jew; in America it was 
better to be a German-American than an undifferentiated citizen. 

Like his national affiliations, Munsterberg’s professional interests were 
divided. He was a scientist and a Philosopher, a scholar and a popularizer, 
a teacher and an amateur politician. He was particularly prone to con- 
flicting interests and incongruent ambitions. The new conditions created by 
the World War transformed his personal experience into one widely repre- 
sentative of other German-Americans. 


1 a uE a 
CHILDHOOD AND YOUTH 


Hugo’s father, Moritz Münsterberg (1825-1880), was born 
into a middle-class Jewish family that had lived in Breslau for 
two generations. One of Moritz’s boyhood friends was the Jew- 
ish socialist intellectual Ferdinand Lassalle, with whom he 
shared certain liberal, urban, and middle-class aspirations to- 
ward culture as a mark of status. At the age of nineteen Moritz 
was apprenticed to a businessman in Berlin; subsequently he 
moved to the prosperous city of Danzig to begin his own ca- 
reer. There in 1853 he married Rosalie Weinberg (1830-1857), 
the daughter of a wealthy and prominent Jewish lumber mer- 
chant. He worked the family business in junior partnership 
with his brother-in-law Hermann Weinberg until the latter 
died in 1877 and Moritz assumed full control. The business 
prospered and he realized a comfortable fortune. Although a 
dedicated businessman, Moritz valued “the romantic side of 
life,” wrote poetry, and was “drawn to the world of books.” 
But these inclinations were distinctly subordinate to his drive 
for control of the business and for financial security.’ 
Conveniently located on the Baltic Sea, the firm of S. Wein- 
berg purchased lumber in Russia and shipped it to western 
Europe, especially to England and Scotland. Moritz handled 
direct relations with European buyers, and for this purpose he 
travelled widely every winter for one to three months. A self- 
educated man with a lively curiosity about the world beyond 
Danzig, he brought home glowing tales of life in England 
(where a married sister lived) and France. Much as he relished 
culture and travel, Moritz’s other ambitions were often frus- 
trated by the demands of his business life. After the birth of 
his first son, Otto, he transferred his own cultural aspirations 
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to the future prospects of his children. For Moritz was, above 
all, a family man, romantically adoring his wife and devoted 
to his children. In the diary that he kept on his business trips, 
he recorded the loneliness of his separation from them, his dedi- 
cation to work on their behalf, and his thankfulness to God for 
familial as well as material good fortune.” 

But Moritz’s joy in life was severely tested. After four years 
of marriage and the birth of two sons, Otto (1853-1915) and 
Emil (1855-1910), Rosalie Miinsterberg died at the end of a 
year-long illness (probably tuberculosis). Moritz’s grief lasted 
for several years until, in 1860, he fell in love with his wife’s first 
cousin, Minna Anna Bernhardi, who lived on the same street 
in Danzig and who had stepped in to help him care for his 
young boys. Their marriage was postponed until July 1, 1862, 
in an effort to temper opposition from the Weinberg family. 
This probably centered on the inheritance rights of Otto and 
Emil. In any event, documents securing those rights were reg- 
istered at the Danzig City Hall on the same day as the new 
marriage. Anna's first and Moritz’s third son, Hugo, was born 
on June 1, 1863. A last child, Oskar, was born in 1865.3 

Moritz enjoyed thirteen years of marital and familial hap- 
piness before his second wife died in 1875, From that time on- 
ward, broken by grief, he lived only for and through his sons. 
His diary and letters show him to have been a fond and pro- 
tective father, but one whose devotion did not impede a clear- 
eyed critical appraisal of his children. His ambitions and his 
standards of character and achievement were high. He rarely - 
missed an opportunity to lecture the boys on the virtue of hard 
work and the benefits of delayed gratification. Each of them 
received Konfirmation at the synagogue as part of their moral 
and ethical training. They were expected to concentrate their 
youthful energies upon school work and music lessons, literary 
performance and rigorous physical exercise, and to seize the 
opportunities for intellectual and aesthetic cultivation that 
were available in Danzig.‘ 

As a young child, Hugo did not enjoy robust health; doctors 
believed that he suffered from anemia. Various male members 
of the family from time to time had physical disorders as the 
result of nervous tension, and Hugo often was plagued by se- 
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vere headaches and constipation, requiring treatment at a spa 
or daily medication. Family members observed an extraordi- 
nary politeness in him from the time he was four years old. As 
Anna’s first-born son, he was the special pet of the Bernhardi 
family. He knew how to ingratiate himself with adults and 
they rewarded him with enthusiastic praise. Moritz, whose 
pride was injured by the academic ineptitude of his oldest son, 
warmed appreciatively to Hugo’s early display of intellectual 
skills and literary interests. No doubt the child cultivated these 
skills in part because of his father’s injured pride and his own 
eagerness to please. Moritz saw in the twelve-year-old boy a 
“deep mind,” an exemplary manner, and a strong conscience. 
As his hope for the boy’s future grew, his disciplinary control 
tightened." 

Whatever tensions were induced by Moritz’s conception of 
character training and his ambitions for his sons, Hugo often 
nostalgically recalled his childhood as a happy and harmoni- 
ous time. Moritz and Anna had many friends and extensive 
family ties on each side. When Hugo went to visit his father’s 
family in Breslau he was lionized and pampered by adults re- 
sponding to his respectful ways. Family members often gath- 
ered together during Jewish holidays, and in the summer 
months numerous young cousins visited the Münsterberg home 
in Langfuhr.® 

Anna Münsterberg brought artistic and musical interests to 
the family. Hugo began to take music lessons at the age of six; 
he wrote his first poem at seven and began French lessons with 
his mother at eight. His childhood letters to Moritz exhibit a 
full measure of filial piety, but it is clear that he was more 
deeply attached to his “dearest” mother. The dutiful lctters to 
his father told how hard he was working at his lessons, ex- 
pressed pride in his achievement, and made excuses for his 
occasional lapses from exemplary performance. Later, in ado- 
lescence, he addressed his father “man to man” on general top- 
ics. But to Anna, when he had occasion to write, he poured out 
his heart and dwelt on every detail of his daily life. On one 
visit to Breslau he wrote to her of his loneliness and asked her 
not to show the letter to the rest of the family. Whenever she 
was away from home his headaches troubled him. His hand- 
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writing differs markedly between his casually sloppy letters to 
Anna, decorated with blots and drawings, and his carefully 
drawn, restrained, formal letters to Moritz.” 

By his twelfth year, Hugo engaged in a wide variety of ac- 
tivities, centering on literature and science. He was an enthusi- 
astic theatergoer, wrote poetry, read avidly, and published 
stories in a magazine (Kinderlaube) which he started with an- 
other boy. He also developed an extensive botanical collection: 
“In the first years of my school time [at the gymnasium] botany 
was all my desire. We lived in the summer in a country house 
with a large garden; and every minute I could spare belonged 
to the plants which I collected and pressed. It became a boy- 
hood passion.” After botany his scientific interest turned to 
physics, and he passed through a phase of fascination with 
electrical machines. But in his recollections of childhood, sum- 
mers at Langfuhr always bulked large. They were rich in boy- 
hood pleasures: rambling in the garden and woods, swimming 
and sailing at nearby Baltic beaches. In later years Hugo’s 
imagination would often return to this “safe harbor” of his 
childhood.® 

A few weeks before his twelfth birthday he was cast adrift 
by the death of his mother. The loss was stunning. To the 
extent that Hugo mastered his grief, he did so by turning to 
Moritz—whose bereavement overshadowed that of the four 
boys. In a moving letter written on his father’s birthday in May 
1875, Hugo promised to dedicate himself to Moritz’s wishes in 
order to console him for the loss he had suffered. He began his 
task immediately by keeping an expense account to show his 
frugality. A year later, on the day of his Konfirmation, he ex- 
pressed his resolve to put “lightmindedness” and “children’s 
games” behind him and to demonstrate his love and gratitude 
to his parents by pursuing “noble ends.” 

Hugo always had a strong identification with his father. One 
finds evidence of it in his boyhood religious piety, his literary 
interests, and his repeated expressions of male superiority over 
his aunts and female cousins. Their common loss enforced this 
identification, and made Hugo wholly dependent upon and 
doubly anxious for his father’s approval and affection. He began 
to apply himself with diligence to the physical activities that 
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Moritz considered manly, to organize his time as if every mo- 
ment had to be accounted for, to limit his pleasures—such as 
the theater—when they interfered with school work, and to fill 
his poetry with the fine and romantic sentiments that Moritz 
recorded in his own diary. He struggled to produce an elegant 
handwriting that would win his father’s praise. He needled his 
younger brother for nail-biting and “unfinished thoughts,” and 
even—jokingly but significantly—teased Moritz himself about 
the latter's writing style. Emulating his father’s pleasure in 
travel, he seized every occasion to go on sightseeing trips and 
to attend public lectures on unfamiliar parts of the world. In 
the last letters to Moritz he expressed his deep satisfaction in 
his work, his pleasure in the company of his brothers and the 
frequent visits of relatives, and—like the twice-widowed, dis- 
consolate Moritz—his sense of loneliness “deep inside.”?° 

Returning from a business trip to Lisbon in November 1880, 
Moritz Miinsterberg died suddenly, at the age of fifty-five. His 
last diary entry records the fact that since Anna’s death “All 
four [of my sons] think only how to please me.” Shortly after 
Moritz died, Otto took over the family business, married, and 
provided a home for the younger boys. Hugo completed his 
studies at the Danzig gymnasium with distinction by the end 
of 1881. Free of the exacting obligations of filial piety and the 
strict regimen of the gymnasium he was able, within certain 
economic limits imposed by Otto’s control over his inheritance, 
to pursue his own pleasures, intellectual or other. In April 1882 
he left Danzig to spend the summer semester studying French 
at the University of Geneva. In his own mind this was to be a 
condensed Wanderjahr in which he might see something of 
the larger world, exercise his independence, and find the path 
to his future.” 

From the outset, Hugo’s long letters “home’—to Otto and 
Otto’s wife Lotta—were filled with excited descriptions of new 
sights, adventures, and experiences. But his excitement was 
constantly tempered by anxiety over inadequate funds. Hardly 
a letter failed to carry some reference to high prices, special 
expenses, or persistent hunger—although he occasionally in- 
dulged himself in frivolous purchases or elaborate dinners. 
Outbursts of irritation over his financial dependence and gra- 


States of Belonging... 12 


tuitous advice from Otto often were buried in lengthy passages 
revealing his keen interest in family affairs and his pride in the 
strong spiritual bond shared by the brothers. On his nineteenth 
birthday, in a euphoric mood, Hugo described how he had 
risen in the morning, cleaned his room, set out pictures of 
Moritz and Anna, and opened the thirty letters and packages 
received from family and relatives. Oskar had sent, at his re- 
quest, “a game I used to play with Mother when I was four.” 
“This is my weakness,” he explained, “that I like to go back to 
my childhood, that in refreshing childhood memories I find the 
source of purest joy.” 

Less pure, perhaps, but certainly more heady and stimulat- 
ing, was the pleasure of mingling with wealthy and stylish 
Genevans: 


having succeeded in becoming a member of the most elegant society in 
Europe, in one of the most elegant cities in Europe, I feel as if I am 
swept along by tempestuous waters which I find hard to handle . . . Un- 
used to moving among glittering lights and shining mirrors, I must be 
watchful over each movement and each step . . . One must shrink in 
size to be able to sit on a small elegant soft chair, one must be able to 
quote the most fashionable writers and sayings . . . If you try to take 
part in social games you must know all the French painters, Italian 
poets, Russian commanders, Chinese mandarins . . . Still, I was never 
before so happy, I never enjoyed company so much, and I never made 
so much effort to sustain ties with society. 


With his ingratiating manner, Hugo easily made the acquaint- 
ance of his professors, their wives and daughters, and others 
who crossed his path. He checked recurrent feelings of inade- 
quacy with assertions to Otto about his “future laurels” or the 
fundamentally “meaningless” and “childish” character of social 
life. He rationalized—for his own as well as Otto’s benefit—the 
time he spent in taking up invitations, It was, he argued, neces- 
sary for his future that he make his way into important circles 
and gather worldly experiences. In case Otto had “fears and 
reservations that I attend too small a number of lectures,’ ” Hugo 
assured his older brother that he was carrying more than the 
common workload, that he attended the theater and church 
services solely to improve his aural comprehension of French, 
and that he spent long and “systematic” days reading history 
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and literature, writing poetry—and writing letters. “I am con- 
sidered a fool by my peers,” he reported, “on account of work- 
ing so hard in the first semester.”"® 

Hugo made a point of underscoring his dissimilarity from 
other students in Geneva. He was wary of joining the German 
student organization Teutonia because it was “nihilistic” and 
tended to attract students who preferred talk to work—although 
this evaluation may have been a protective response to its ex- 
clusion of Jews. During the first month of his stay in Geneva 
he was twice challenged to a duel by young students. In the 
first case, he told Otto, he was rudely accused of being a cow- 
ard and called his challenger’s bluff by insisting that “the only 
full satisfaction for me is to use a 5-caliber revolver and shoot 
from the distance of five steps.” At this point his opponent ap- 
parently turned the challenge to a joke. Hugo was pleased with 
himself for having guessed in advance that it is “exactly . . . 
those who are marked with scars on their cheeks [who will] 
swallow every insult and take to their heels at the mention of 
firearms.” On the other occasion, he received “a letter contain- 
ing rude imputations from a young man I slightly knew.” He 
threatened to turn the letter over to “more competent people 
to have their advice” and received a prompt apology. 

Confident of his courage to go the limit in these affairs, he 
nevertheless proceeded on the assumption that his challengers 
were cowards. He assured Otto that his strength of will and 
common sense would prevent him from being trapped by “an- 
cient humbug and senseless mores.” When he felt the need to 
attend certain student meetings “where some general affairs 
are discussed,” he reported that he was bored by the low level 
of intellectual activity and disgusted by the “outrageous ef- 
fects” of “dreadful beer” on the other students." 

Still, Otto was alarmed by Hugo’s endless accounts of what 
must have seemed a rather frivolous life in Geneva. In July he 
asserted his position as head of the family by rejecting Hugo’s 
plan to spend the following year in Paris to prepare for the 
writing of a “major” history of culture. Hugo’s disappointment 
was bitter. In his sixteen-page response he made the strongest 
possible case for further study at a French university, and tried 
to impress upon Otto how deeply his life was marked by self- 
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denial. His funds were so short that he could not think of buy- 
ing necessary clothing; his workday ran from 8:30 in the morn- 
ing until 1:00 at night; much as he loved music, he felt he had 
to give it up: 

Alas, I don’t have time, like you, Otto, to go ahead in this direction. I 
would have to practice a lot and there is no time for this . . . [because] 
it is for my pleasure only, and for my personal pleasure I cannot waste 
two hours a day .. . In order to save time I do not practice fencing 
any more, I do not play cards, I do not take dancing lessons—which 
would be considered an outrage in any German university. 


It was precisely the social rush of Geneva that made him want 
to move elsewhere, he argued, At the very least, he required a 
holiday in which to “live up to his dreams” by writing poetry, 
reading literature, finishing his novel, and designing an air- 
steered balloon.” 

Otto relented somewhat in the face of this compelling ac- 
count of intellectual ambition and self-privation. He was will- 
ing to entertain the suggestion that Hugo spend another year at 
Geneva. But Hugo was determined upon a contest of will with 
his brother. In his reply he renounced his holiday plan, arguing 
that after all his “real relaxation” was in working hard at his 
scholarly tasks. Then, as if to explain his sudden volte-face, he 
announced that he had fallen in love with a Russian girl: “I 
love with an elemental force, a force which is shattering my 
whole ego, which enslaves me, which is a preexistent sensation 
known only to some people, which hit me for the first time in 
my life.” Mina Lapine was a medical student who lived in the 
same boardinghouse. She was “the most educated [girl] I’ve 
ever met . . . but without the ambitions of the bluestockings.” 
Unlike the other girls at the university, she did not wield her 
feminine charms for the purpose of snaring a rich and hand- 
some husband, They took long walks together and in the eve- 
nings talked in French about politics, science, and art. Mina 
spoke of her wish to alleviate human suffering and admired 
Hugo's determination “d’étre utile à ’humanité par vos oeuvres 
littéraires et scientifiques.” Then Hugo came abruptly to the 
point: “And now you know why I don’t want to spend the win- 
ter in Geneva. A winter, day after day with her, I can’t do 
it, I can’t get along with it, it will upset my life or bring me to 
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commit something stupid. Besides, people have started to talk 
already, and I feel guilty; I owe this girl a lot. She will be back 
in Geneva in the middle of September and I couldn’t then 
abandon her.” “Tm old enough to be able to govern my feel- 
ings and not to let myself be overcome by a temporary pas- 
sion, he finally assured Otto—but, he added, surely it should 
be obvious that he must leave Geneva."* 

The matter was left in abeyance until Emil came to spend 
his summer holiday with Hugo in Switzerland and Italy. In 
September, Hugo’s new proposal—that he go to Leipzig—was 
accepted with alacrity by the family. Before beginning his 
“real studies” Hugo looked back with pleasure on the achieve- 
ments of his Wanderjahr: “I did gain much that concerns my 
inner development, values which you can’t measure.” Whatever 
influence Otto and Emil were able to exert, Hugo’s final deci- 
sion was his own. He was sensitive about his position with re- 
spect to his oldest and younger brothers, taking frequent pen- 
swipes at Otto’s provinciality and Oskar’s childish enthusiasms. 
Complaining about his recurrent money shortage, he once told 
Otto that “we, all four brothers, are modest, undemanding and 
simple, but unfortunately each of us has three very elegant 
brothers, and mine, I believe, are the most elegant ones.” It 
was a pattern of verbal humor, begun with his father, that 
sometimes masked his hostile impulses." 

On one matter Hugo ventured to give his older brothers stern 
advice. Otto wrote that he and Emil were concerned about the 
rising tide of anti-Semitism in Germany and especially the re- 
cent inflammatory speeches of Richard Wagner. “I have rea- 
son to believe,” Hugo replied, “that in the place where you live 
you do not have right ideas about what’s going on. Here, the 
news [about anti-Semitic meetings in Berlin] is received in 
quite a different way.” It was all idle chatter, no different from 
the ignorant prejudices of some Frenchmen and Englishmen 
about the natives of Egypt. If Emil “suffered” over Wagner’s 
speeches, Hugo would still “rather not see [him] defend his 
views publicly.”?® 

Hugo’s response was more complicated than a mere rebuke 
to his brother’s provinciality. It was also a denial that anti- 
Semitism existed and an evasion of his Jewish identity. This 
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evasion cannot simply be interpreted as—though it was in part 
—a rebellion against his father. Cultural conditions fostered it. 
Although Moritz Münsterberg was a leader of one of the Jew- 
ish congregations in Danzig, he came of age at the height of the 
period of Jewish emancipation in Germany, when upwardly 
mobile Jews expected to assimilate fully. In Danzig, the small 
Jewish community sustained steady losses through intermar- 
riage and the emigration of young people to Western Ger- 
many.’® 

Thus Hugo’s attitude toward his Jewish background reflected 
the drift of several decades of German liberalism and Jewish 
assimilationism. His social situation—that of a man belonging 
fully to neither German nor Jewish groups—was far from un- 
common. His inability to call for or count upon psychological 
support from either Germans or Jews had at least one impor- 
tant consequence. Sensing that he must play a lone hand in life, 
he ventured everything in a quest for personal achievement 
and influence. 

Some years after his father’s death, Hugo became not a cos- 
mopolitan German but an earnest nationalist and patriot. Sig- 
nificantly, he later defined the German national character in a 
way congruent with his Jewish upbringing. It, too, developed 
from a system of values that stressed rules, regulations, and in- 
junctions to obey the law regardless of reason or pleasure. Thus 
Hugo retained the form while eschewing the content of his 
father’s moral universe. His “rebellion” was, at the same time, 
an act of obeisance. Whatever signs of allegiance Hugo be- 
lieved necessary for admission to the larger German world— 
renunciation, uncritical adulation—he frecly gave. Nor did he 
subsequently allow himself any doubt as to the rightness of his 
choice. Several decades later he reportedly asked a graduate 
student in the Psychological Laboratory at Harvard “whether 
the ‘Jewish Easter’ was an important holiday.””° 

Despite his sense of destiny, Hugo's self-esteem evidently 
was insecure. He required constant reassurance and signs of 
approval from others. But his ingratiating politeness sometimes 
shaded into priggishness, for he was not always able to repress 
self-aggrandizing drives that gave offense. He learned to veil 
these impulses in a variety of ways. He was quick to assert his 
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rights, but he never did so without justifying it as a defense 
against the hostility of others. This same need to establish his 
blamelessness (and worthiness of love) hearkened back to an 
earlier aim to please his father and forward to a later practice 
of attributing nobility to the German Kaiser and the German 
nation. He shared in the moral superiority of all his superego 
figures, thereby replenishing his self-estcem. 

Under his father’s tutelage he learned to value duty, self- 
control, and sacrifice. He was quintessentially German in hold- 
ing that life was a struggle to serve ideal ends, though perhaps 
most human in tending to align those ends with his own wishes. 
Miinsterberg was not consciously hypocritical. He simply trans- 
formed personal motives into abstract moral ideals, which he 
then served with a passion free of guilt or doubt. Likewise, his 
sentimentality—cloying in his letters and poetry—about his 
childhood, family, and loves was an affect attaching as much to 
his own feelings as to any external person or place. 

This is not to say that he was without close personal attach- 
ments, On the contrary, his love for his parents figured prom- 
inently in his psychological development. Anna was a sublime 
and loving woman whom he trusted as he did no one else. She 
appeared constantly in his poetry—in association with other 
childhood memories, especially in her rose garden at Langfuhr 
and at her painting easel—as the poet’s primary source of pleas- 
ure, the object of his physical desires and spiritual yearnings. 
When Oskar Miinsterberg married a young American girl in 
1913 and prepared to take her to live in Germany, Hugo feel- 
ingly assured his sister-in-law that “the land in which the love 
of your mother is with you in every hour will never appear far 
away to you. To Anna Münsterberg belonged the “glowing 
eyes which give my soul a feeling of freedom”; hers were the 
“sweet words” that made his heart beat. When Hugo describes 
a young poet’s struggle to renounce temptation, he personifies 
allurement as a regal woman moving in a summer landscape.” 

There is reason to believe that Anna’s premature death left 
the youthful Hugo with a sense of deprivation and injury. Be- 
fore he fully outgrew his childish love—the passive narcissistic 
pleasure he took in Anna’s love—she was suddenly taken away 
from him. Later this frustration manifested itself as a sense of 
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entitlement, a belief that he was owed gratification which was 
unjustly withheld. It was one of the factors contributing to his 
excessive concern for the perquisites of his rank, and it pro- 
vided a source for his reflex-like rage over the “unfair” treat- 
ment Americans allegedly accorded to foreigners and over the 
lack of “Fair Play for Germany” in the controversy over World 
War I. He also clung to a fantasy of eternal life in which he 
expected to recapture his early bliss. So deep was this injury, 
however, that it created a permanent split in his feeling toward 
his mother. On the one hand, she was a sublime goddess; on the 
other hand she was a temptress who wantonly excited his low 
impulses to pleasure. Residues of the latter attitude would 
later appear in his outspoken contempt for “frivolous” women. 

After Anna’s death, Hugo’s grief took the form of identifica- 
tion with his father through their common loss. To be sure, 
there was earlier evidence of identification in the young boy’s 
range of interests, his entrepreneurship, his diligence and pride 
in achievement, his efforts to appear manly. Several of his later 
poems deal in an autobiographical tone with Oedipal conflict 
and its resolution. In “Dust,” the poet describes a childish 
fantasy of power: bored with his books, he falls into a reverie 
and is “overcome with wild yearning.” He grows as “wild and 
big as nature itself’—becomes superhuman (iibermenschlich). 
In this fantasy state he feels omnipotent, capable of “tearing the 
sun out of the sky.” He boasts to God that he is the stronger 
and bigger of the two, but as he speaks he begins to doubt his 
power and is struck by guilt: “I am strangled in my own 
words.” At this point he bends his knee to God and is forgiven. 
Suddenly, he wakes from his reverie and picks up his inter- 
rupted studies with fresh courage and new hope. 

Among other things, this poem graphically reveals Hugo’s 
ambivalence toward work—which is both dry as dust and his 
sweet hope for the future. The alternative to losing himself in 
work, however, is losing himself in himself. The latter course 
leads to wild and confusing fluctuations between omnipotence 
and collapse. He plays with the fancy of self-exaggeration, con- 
ceiving power as an aggressive weapon to be used against God. 
But he is frightened by his destructive potential, doubts him- 


Hugo Münsterberg ... 19 


self, and returns to reality, paying homage to God’s greater 
power and taking up the tasks which are more properly his. 

If Anna Miinsterberg was the source of all of the poet’s child- 
hood pleasures, illusions and temptations, it was Moritz who, in 
the guise of conscience, duty and work, summoned him out of 
his uncertain dreamlike reveries and back to reality. The poet’s 
early ambivalence toward work (and father) is apparently set- 
tled by an increasingly pragmatic emphasis upon Moritz’s 
values. In the allegorical ballad “The Pearls,” there is a mar- 
riage of id and superego principles as the poet undertakes a 
difficult life mission in the service of the Queen of the Forest. 
Here is a formula which combines the seeming irreconcilables: 
personal achievement for the sake of high ideals, charged with 
all the affect of those blissful childhood scenes and those days 
with the woman in the rose garden. For Hugo, personal achieve- 
ment was a means to win social prestige and to replicate Mo- 
ritz’s idealized “conscious power, nobility and goodness.” It 
was not the difficulty of the mission that sparked the poet’s 
imagination, but the noble status derived from service to the 
Queen. “The Pearls” has significance in representing the inner 
springs of Miinsterberg’s ambition. His chief goal was neither 
Moritz’s self-development nor external mastery, but the achieve- 
ment of a status sufficient to confer authority and elicit respect 
and admiration.” 

Defeat was built into this goal. He could never win enough 
social approval to sate his need for it. The transformation of 
his parental images into high ideals failed to account for con- 
trary feelings of hostility and resentment that constantly 
needed to be restrained. When he was unable to repress for- 
bidden impulses, or to project them, he was compelled to mask 
them as duty or the expression of conscience. Duty, or loyalty 
to ideals, became his preeminent conscious principle. With it 
were associated all the valued persons and places in his life: 
the beloved Anna, the noble and powerful Moritz, the family 
circle, and the German fatherland.** 

The nineteen-year-old who set out for Leipzig carried within 
him certain character traits that would seriously hamper his 
ambitions. A loner by inclination, he was reluctant to trust 
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others. The early injury of his mother’s death impeded realistic 
self-perception. His failure to recognize and integrate contra- 
dictory feelings hindered his development of self-esteem and 
autonomy, leaving him inordinately dependent upon external 
signs of status. On the other hand, he had many strengths in 
his struggle for success: an abundance of energy productively 
focused on intellectual development and work from an early 
age; a lively and pleasing manner; a deep reservoir of ambi- 
tion; a single-tracked self-interest. With intelligence, energy, 
ambition, and will, he managed to surmount his weaknesses 
and make a distinctive mark on the intellectual and social his- 
tory of his time. 


oer. 
CHOOSING A VOCATION 


Hugo Miinsterberg grew up with a wide range of literary and 
scientific interests. During his teenage years these focused on 
philology and archeology: at the age of fifteen he compiled a 
“Lexicon of Foreign Words used in German and their Etymol- 
ogy.” He submitted a thesis for his gymnasium diploma on 
“West Prussia in Prehistoric Times.” In Geneva he spoke of ex- 
panding his competence in philology by developing “founda- 
tions in other spheres of science” such as the history of culture, 
ethnology, and anthropology. He described a piece of fiction 
that he was writing as “a psychological study rather than a 
novel,” as an extended essay in social psychology that might 
provide a basis for “solving social problems.” But after the 
quarrel with Otto about continuing his “preparation” by liv- 
ing and studying in France, he pulled in his wings. He would 
never be his own man until he got on with the serious business 
of training for a profession. 

In the fall of 1882 he began to study medicine at Leipzig, at- 
tending lectures and laboratories in anatomy and physiology 
for most of his first year. At this time, only about five percent 
of the students at Leipzig came from the same economic class 
as Miinsterberg (that is, were the children of entrepreneurs 
and merchants). Most German university students were scions 
of the highly educated elite—government officials, professors, 
school teachers, jurists, clergymen, and doctors. Jewish families 
were represented in far greater proportion to their number 
than Protestant and Catholic families. But anti-Semitism kept 
Jewish students from pursuing government-related careers. In- 
stead they tended to cluster disproportionately in the inde- 
pendent professions of medicine, law, journalism, and the arts. 
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Thus social conditions combined with Mimsterberg’s personal 
interests and needs to channel his energies into medicine. Not 
that he abandoned other interests. He entered into the lively 
student life at Leipzig, read philosophy, wrote poctry, played 
the cello in a quartet, and attended the theater and concerts as 
often as possible. His seriousness deepened, however, when in 
the summer of 1883 he attended a lecture course offered by 
Professor Wilhelm Wundt.! 

Wundt had opened a laboratory at Leipzig in 1879 that 
quickly became the mecca of the new experimental movement 
in psychology. Trained in physiology, Wundt fruitlessly waited 
seventeen years for a professorship in that prestigious and over- 
crowded field. Finally, he accepted chairs in philosophy in- 
stead—at Zurich in 1874, then at Leipzig a year later. Wundt’s 
appointments reflected the new deference that philosophy paid 
to science in German intellectual life; it was his scientific train- 
ing that made him an attractive acquisition. For his own part, 
in order “to preserve his scientific status, he was forced not only 
to carry out a revolution in philosophy by replacing logical 
speculation with empirical research, but also to widely adver- 
tise the fact that he was in a different kind of enterprise than 
the traditional philosophers.” Wundt became the central figure 
in the founding of the new discipline of experimental psychol- 
ogy. Hugo Münsterberg, captured by the excitement of this 
venture, became a pupil of the master four years after Wundt’s 
psychological laboratory opened.2 

Wundt redefined psychology as the study of human reac- 
tions—the components of subjective experience—and assigned 
a key methodological role to the direct, controlled measure- 
ment of these reactions. The sciences of physics and chemistry 
provided his analytic models. But after resolving experience 
into its component parts, Wundt insisted that “the apparent 
separateness of the parts is only a necessary illusion of method.” 
Wundt’s overview of mental life involved metaphysical assump- 
tions about the fundamental activity of the will and its “cre- 
ative synthesis” of disparate elements. But it was not through 
his systematic psychology that Wundt fathered a new profes- 
sion; rather it was by training a whole generation of students 
in his empirical outlook and laboratory methods.’ 
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Attracted by the academic profession in gencral and the new 
psychology in particular, Münsterberg took his medical quali- 
fying examination in 1884 and remained at Leipzig to secure a 
D.Phil. under Wundt in 1885. According to one historian of 
psychology, Münsterberg fell into disagreement with Wundt 
over the interpretation of some experiments: whether the sense 
of effort in a physical action is produced by a discharge from 
the central nervous system toward the muscles or by sensations 
developed in the muscles themselves. This disagreement pro- 
vided the kernel of a later public dispute between the two men 
—a dispute which established Miinsterberg’s reputation as a 
promising experimentalist in his own right. At the time, Wundt 
shifted his student away from experimental psychology for the 
subject of his doctoral dissertation: a historical and critical ex- 
amination of “The Doctrine of Natural Adaptation.”* 

Moving on to Heidelberg, Miinsterberg secured his M.D. 
degree in 1887 with a thesis based on an experimental study of 
eye estimation. That summer he won a position as Privatdocent 
at the University of Freiburg and married Selma Oppler, the 
daughter of a military surgeon who was Moritz Miinsterberg’s 
first cousin. Hugo had known Selma as a childhood fricnd and 
playmate in Danzig, where the Opplers briefly resided. He met 
her again in the fall of 1885 and became engaged after a whirl- 
wind courtship of a few weeks. Ncithcr bluestocking nor in- 
tellectual, Selma was a gentle and affectionate young woman 
with artistic interests after the fashion of Anna Miinsterberg. 
Her father had long since converted to Christianity and 
achieved the position of chief physician in the Prussian army. 
The young couple settled down in Freiburg on Hugo’s inher- 
ited income. While Selma produced two daughters (Anna 
Adelheid Margaret, b. February 14, 1889, and Ella, b. Janu- 
ary 4, 1891), Hugo began to publish the works that would 
bring him international repute.” 

The first of these was the product of his initial studics with 
Wundt, a treatise entitled Willenshandlung [Activity of the 
Will], which argued the central importance of motor processes 
in experience. William James called it “a little masterpiece,” 
and in his own pionecring Principles of Psychology announced 
that “I shall repeatedly have to refer to it, and cordially recom- 
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mend to the reader its most thorough refutation of [Wundt’s] 
Innervationsgefiihl theory” (that is, the direct experience of 
the will). Miinsterberg’s emphasis on motor processes placed 
him in open opposition to the Wundtians, who believed that 
feelings are central and fundamental responses of the organism 
to incoming sensations. Earlier critics of this position, princi- 
pally Carl George Lange and William James, had argued that 
emotion was a peripheral phenomenon, that it followed upon 
organic changes taking place and qualified experience rather 
than defined it. Willenshandlung was an early example of 
Miinsterberg’s extreme physiological bias in psychology, and 
of the effectiveness of his firm separation of laboratory research 
from a more speculative approach to psychology.® 

In 1889 Münsterberg began publishing a series of pamphlets 
later printed together as Beiträge zur experimentallen Psy- 
chologie [Contributions to Experimental Psychology]. These 
pamphlets described his work on eye estimation, kinaesthesis, 
the sense of time, fluctuations of attention, and auditory space- 
perception: research conducted in the laboratory fitted out in 
his Freiburg home. One of five cxperimental laboratories op- 
erating in Germany at the time, it was beginning to attract stu- 
dents from as far away as the United States, In 1891 Miinster- 
berg published Aufgaben und Methoden der Psychologie 
[Aims and Methods of Psychology], emphasizing the scientific 
character of the new psychology and pleading the cause of 
rigorous laboratory research. While he was conducting research 
and training students in laboratory techniques, Miinsterberg 
lectured and published in the more traditional domains of phi- 
losophy and, in his leisure, prepared an adaptation of Goethe’s 
Faust for the leading playhouse in Frankfurt am Main, He was 
greatly interested in the work of Charcot and Janet in Paris, 
and Bernheim at Nancy, on hypnosis. In 1889 he lectured on 
hypnosis at Freiburg, and in the following year he published 
a paper on “Thought Transference.” 

At the first international congress of psychologists in Paris 
(1889), Miinsterberg met William James. James praised the 
young man’s extraordinary “fertility in ideas,” and later told 
him that “you seem to me to be doing more to open out new 
vistas in psychology than anyone today.” When Miinsterberg’s 
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Willenshandlung came under attack by Professors Wundt and 
G. E. Miller, James hastened to commiserate with the author: 


Professor Müllers review [is] in many respects so brutal that I am im- 
pelled to send you a word of “consolation” if such a thing is possible. 
German polemics in general are not distinguished by mansuetude; but 
there is something peculiarly hideous in the business when an established 
authority like Mueller, instead of administering a fatherly and kindly 
admonition to a youngster like yourself, shows a malign pleasure in 
knocking him down and jumping up and down on his body. All your 
merits he passes by parenthetically and selberverstdndlich, your sins he 
enlarges upon with unction. Don’t mind it! Don’t be angry! Tum the 
other cheek. 


James was not in full agreement with Miinsterberg’s theories, 
nor did he find his “general mechanical Weltanschauung” con- 
genial. But he admired the young man’s freshness of perspec- 
tive and “sense for the . . . proportion of things.” According 
to James, Miinsterberg’s work was distinguished by a “flexible” 
attitude toward existing theory and an “ingenious” approach in 
subjecting new ideas to experimental tests. This intcllectual at- 
traction was reinforced by a certain fraternity of arms. James 
and his friend Carl Stumpf, the chief rival of Wundt in Ger- 
man psychology, were held in some contempt by the Leipzig 
group, in part because they dared to criticize the methods of 
the Master. Miinsterberg was considered heterodox from the 
outset by his Leipzig colleagues. But in 1893 James reported 
hearing disparaging remarks about him from Wundt and one 
of Wundt’s major disciples. “How can you arouse such malevo- 
lence?” James asked Miinsterberg with a mixture of sympathy 
and perverse admiration.” 

James himself had been doing amateur cxperimental work at 
Harvard since 1875. But as the new movement took hold in 
American universities with the establishment of major labora- 
tories under German-trained psychologists, he realized that 
neither his talents nor his interests were sufficient to meet the 
needs of the time. Looking forward to a sabbatical leave in 
1892-1893, he wrote to sound out Miinsterberg (“the ablest 
experimental psychologist in Germany”) about a three-year 
appointment as Director of the Psychological Laboratory at 
Harvard: “The situation is this: we arc the best university in 
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America, and we must lead in psychology. I, at the age of fifty 
. am certainly not the kind of stuff to make a first-rate di- 
rector thereof. We could get men here who would be safe 
enough, but we need something more than a safe man, we need 
a man of genius if possible.” Flattered and excited by the pros- 
pect of a foreign sojourn, Miinsterberg accepted the offer with 
delight. He immediately secured a three-year leave of absence 
from Freiburg (where he was then an Associate Professor ). 
James arranged for the appointment to commence in Septem- 
ber 1892 and went out of his way to spend a few days with 
Münsterberg in Freiburg late that spring. He reported to his 
colleague Josiah Royce from Luzern on June 22, 1892: 


He is an extraordinarily engaging fellow, not of the heroic type, but of 
the sensitive and refined type, inclined to softness and fatness, poor 
voice, vain, loquacious, personally rather formal and fastidious I think, 
desiring to please and to shine, liberal of money, quick to forgive . . 
fond of travelling and of all kinds of experience, interested in many in- 
tellectual directions, and talking anything rather than “shop” when he 
gets out of harness. I imagine him to be a man of the truest moral re- 
finement and idealism, with probably a certain superficiality in his clever- 
ness, and lack of the deeper metaphysical humor (such as the Harvard 
philosophical department possesses in such unwonted measure). But he is 
gentlemanly through and through . . . and is a man to whom I should 
suppose one might easily become deeply attached. It is in the laboratory 
that he appears at his best, and that best is very good. His indefatigable 
love of experimental labor has led him to an extraordinarily wide range 
of experience, he has invented a lot of elegant and simple apparatus, his 
students all seem delighted with him, and so far as I can make out, 
everyone recognizes him to be, as a teacher, far ahead of everyone else 
in the field, whatever you may think of his published results. His brain 
never tires; he is essentially a man of big ideas in all directions, a real 
genius; and I feel more than ever, since I have been here, how great an 
addition he will be to our strength. 


James made particular note of the young man’s formidable ap- 
pearance—“round head, bristling moustache, stern eyes”—and 
his eloquent German. He rightly predicted that Harvard and 
Cambridge would “tecm with anecdotes about him before he 
has been there a month.” 

Hugo Miinsterberg was barely twenty-nine when he set sail 
for New York in the fall of 1892 with his wife, two daughters, 
and the children’s nurse. He was in lengthy correspondence 
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through the summer with the chairman of the Department of 
Philosophy, Josiah Royce, who took great care to settle the 
visitors in domestic comfort. They met at North Station in 
Boston, where Miinsterberg easily identificd the genial Royce 
by a photograph the latter had sent of “my outer, or phenom- 
enal self.” Despite anxiety over his ability to express himself 
in English, Münsterberg was able to converse in the language 
within three months and to offer a full course of lectures (at 
Radcliffe) in eighteen months. Early in 1894, William James 
commented with evident delight, “He is a wonderful organizer, 
methodical to the last degree, our laboratory being a picture 
to look upon since he has taken hold; and he is, moreover, a 
most high-minded and lovable human being, so that I am 
thankful for the inspiration that led me to tempt him from 
Freiburg. 7° 

Miinsterberg’s three-year sojourn was a brilliant success from 
every point of view. His colleagues in the philosophy depart- 
ment, especially Royce, James, Palmer, and Santayana, were 
unfailingly attentive and friendly. Neighbors in the Harvard 
community were solicitous of the visiting dignitary and his 
family; James’s sister-in-law offered helpful counsel; and, when 
they found a house of their own on Quincy Street, their next- 
door neighbor Mrs. Louis Agassiz quickly became “like a 
mother” to Selma Münsterberg. Among the couple's intimate 
German friends were Dr. and Mrs. Max Poll (natives of Dan- 
zig) and Professor and Mrs. Kuno Francke. Münsterberg 
scored particular success with students working in the labora- 
tory; Mary Calkins and Gertrude Stein were among his fa- 
vorites. He also seized the opportunity to travel whenever he 
could—to Niagara Falls, to California, to Kansas and Nebraska, 
to the Chicago Exposition of 1893, to the psychological con- 
gress that met in Philadclphia the same ycar. Later in life he 
wrote of these initial Amcrican years in an idyllic and nostalgic 
vein. 

In the spring of 1895, Miinsterberg returned to Freiburg 
with a proposal in hand from Harvard that he take two years 
to make up his mind about a permanent appointment in Amer- 
ica. Harvard wanted him to remain, but he was unable to se- 
cure an extension of his leave of absence from Freiburg and 


States of Belonging... 28 


was unwilling to relinquish his appointment there. He felt that 
he was obliged to return to Germany and wanted at least two 
years before deciding “whether I will become with my family 
Americans for a lifetime or whether I remain German.’ 

After the heady excitement of those days in America, Frei- 
burg did not look the same. Miinsterberg was haunted by 
happy memories and irritated by the lack of understanding 
about America among his German colleagues. Harvard’s pres- 
tige, the high morale and intellectual distinction of its phi- 
losophy department, his senior rank at such a young age (the 
urbane and brilliant Santayana, born in the same year, held a 
junior, nontenured rank; in Germany, the average full profes- 
sor was over fifty), and the possibilities of social contact and 
aristocratic lifestyle were values scarcely lost upon Münster- 
berg, despite the general disdain for America in German aca- 
demic circles. He had long since convinced himself that the 
laboratory he had developed at Harvard was the “best” in 
America—the biggest and the hardest working—although 
G. Stanley Hall of Clark University took at least one occasion 
to admonish him that no comparative figures existed to sup- 
port his claim. Back in Germany, Minsterberg’s decision began 
to form at once: as Selma Münsterberg recalled, “in Freiburg 
we were naturally ‘die Amerikaner. ” Numbers of American 
students, including Edwin Holt and Ethel Puffer, followed him 
to Freiburg to study in his private laboratory, and the Miin- 
sterbergs found themselves regularly playing host—on one oc- 
casion preparing a large Thanksgiving dinner—for visiting 
Americans. As if to close out past accounts he began to write 
the thinly veiled autobiographical poems (Verses) that were 
published together in July 1897, under the equally transparent 
pseudonym Hugo Terberg." 

But as the time for final action drew near, Miinsterberg tem- 
porized by offering to return to Harvard, without his family, 
for the first semester of 1897-98. President Charles W. Eliot, 
however, on the advice of Palmer and Royce, insisted that “the 
University will not be content to have you return hither with- 
out ‘burning your ships’. . . [and] making a visible transfer 
to this country of your household gods.” Meanwhile, the gov- 
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ernment of Baden refused to fund a special laboratory at the 
University, leaving Miinsterberg with the prospect of continu- 
ing to support his experimental work out of his own pocket." 

The possibility of a full professorship at Zurich fell through 
for shadowy reasons, possibly involving pressure applied by 
Wundt or Mueller. Heinrich Rickert, Miinsterberg’s close friend 
and intellectual companion, had already acceded to the pres- 
tigious chair in philosophy at Freiburg in 1894. Harvard was 
offering a handsome salary ($3500—probably equivalent to 
three times his salary at Freiburg) and a well-equipped labora- 
tory. There was the remembrance of warm social ties and the 
homage paid to foreign scholars. For Selma Miinsterberg, 
there was also the lure of educational advantages for the two 
girls which could not be matched in Germany.” 

In March, Miinsterberg wrote to William James, “Now I am 

yours forever and all my ships are burned . . . The Univer- 
sity here did its utmost to keep me; they offered me a better 
position, but as it was nevertheless not just as I wished it . . 
I declined here everything.” Yet he did not fully turn his back 
on Germany. His psychological and intellectual ties to the 
fatherland were untouched by the move to America; in a sense 
they were fixed by it. From Miinsterberg’s perspective, his 
emigration was in large part an act of service to Germany. 
Henceforth he would be a unique ambassador, using his per- 
sonal influence in the cause of international amity, uniting the 
best of both countries in and through his life." 

To the delight of his colleagues in Cambridge, Hugo Miin- 
sterberg at the comparatively youthful age of thirty-four be- 
came Professor of Experimental Psychology at Harvard. 
Within a year he was elected President of the American Psy- 
chological Association. Within two years he became chairman 
of the Philosophy Department and published his first book in 
English. The years from 1900 until his death in 1916 were 
filled with publications (books at the rate of more than one a 
year and scores of popular articles on a wide range of subjects), 
with academic honors, with biennial trips to Europe, and 
with an everwidening circle of acquaintances among prom- 
inent and influential American scholars, businessmen, and 
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politicians. According to his colleague George Palmer, he was 
“confessed by all to be one of the most brilliant Harvard pro- 
fessors of his time”: 


Yet he had quite as many foes as friends, and these two groups were 
about equally ardent. They agreed, however, in calling him puzzling . . . 
His was ever a twofold nature, both sides of him genuine, both followed 
eagerly, but in themselves somewhat conflicting. He was a profound and 
capacious scholar, but none the less a popularizer, a producer of books 
and talks for the million. He loved seclusion and quiet almost as much 
as he loved the limelight and the front page. His intellect was excep- 
tional in range and penetration, but often one had to think of him as a 
big boy who had never grown up." 


3 =a Bs 5 
AN AMERICAN CAREER 


At the beginning of his American career, the basis of Miinster- 
berg’s national reputation was his position as the leading ex- 
perimental psychologist at Harvard. His gifts as a laboratory 
director were an orderly, analytic mind and a rich imagination 
with respect to experimental subjects and investigative tech- 
niques. “The roving, observant blue cyes, the springy step, the 
slight bend in the body in a kind of forward lunge, all sug- 
gested an alertness which characterized him throughout. He 
was all alive, perpetually creative.” 

In the late 1880s and early 1890s, laboratories had sprung up 
in several parts of the country, and Wundt’s students became 
the patriarchs of American psychology. First among them was 
Edward B. Titchener of Corncll, whose devotion to method- 
ology won him a reputation as the purest scientist of them all. 
Miinsterberg was his chief rival for professional leadership. 
His claim to preeminence was cnhanced by Titchener’s reluc- 
tance to participate in professional organizations. Knight Dun- 
lap, when he came to Harvard to work with Münsterberg in 
1900, joined a group of gifted graduate students (Roswell P. 
Angier, Edwin Holt, Robert Yerkes) who, according to his 
recollection, 
were all drawn to Harvard by the same force—it was the center for psy- 
chology at the time, and, in spite of the informality and laxness of in- 
struction, we were confirmed in the scientific path . . . [Münsterberg] 
radiated scientific impulses . . . There was at Icast one giant in those 
days, although his publications do not show it. [He] made no converts 
to his philosophy. He was not a man to have disciples. But I think the 


modem trends in American psychology, and especially its experimental 
interests, are easily traceable to Münsterberg as their father. 


States of Belonging... 32 


Following in Wundt’s footsteps, both Münsterberg and 
Titchener imposed their own interests on students. But Miin- 
sterberg’s were broader, and his personal supervision of labora- 
tory work was so loose that talented students were relatively 
free to chart their own courses. As he grew increasingly ab- 
sorbed in other affairs, he became a remote presence at the 
laboratory. He made regular rounds and was technically avail- 
able for conferences, 


but students were too awed by his extra-curricular activities to bother 
him . . . Not that he discouraged his students. On the contrary, he was 
genial and friendly, even if he would often indulge in mild sarcasm, the 
banter of the superior; and he always seemed to be conscious of his sta- 
tion in the cultural world—but such stereotyped expressions as “Well 
(ooell) now Mr. —______ you are on the (zee) right track and I expect 
a fine piece of work from you” could hardly be of any value to one who 
is groping.? 


Some students took exception to his Germanic manner, Even 
the kindly disposed Gordon Allport described him as “looking 
like Wotan” on the lecture podium. And others were offended 
by his pedagogical dogmatism. But reminiscences abound of 
the kindness and hospitality shown by Münsterberg, who often 
“made his house a resort for homeless students, looked up the 
penniless, and furnished continual charity to stray fellow- 
countrymen.” The cascading intellectual energy that led him 
to explore new areas of psychology impressed observers. Even 
Edwin G. Boring, who believed that Miinsterberg’s contribu- 
tions to the experimental movement were negligible, attributed 
his failures to the fact that he was “too original; his energetic 
mind went on at once from experimental to still newer psy- 
chologies.”* 

Miinsterberg’s theoretical formulations are less important in 
the history of psychology than the fact that he was a forerunner 
of the functionalist school, which shifted emphasis from the 
structure to the operations of the mind. He resolutely set him- 
self against the ascription of behavior to “some spiritual prin- 
ciple in the mind,” and in his Action Theory proposed an 
exclusively physiological explanation of the phenomena of vivid- 
ness and inhibition, He inverted the basie scheme of the as- 
sociationist school by insisting on the primary importance of 
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motor activities. The strength of a sensation, he argued, came 
not from the intensity of an external stimulus, but from action 
in the motor sphere: from the transformation of excitation into 
discharge. This transformation depended upon whether proxi- 
mate pathways were open or closed to motor expression. The 
more open the pathways, the more conscious and vivid the 
sensation. Sensation thus hinged on a receptivity to sense data, 
and its quality was related to the spatial position of the path- 
ways of discharge and the strength of the discharge itself. The 
basic unit of conscious life, Miinsterberg argucd, is neither the 
sense datum nor the nexus of sensations, feelings, volitions: it 
is a unified sensory-motor process. The study of this physio- 
logical unit, its multiplications and combinations, is the prov- 
ince of a truly scientific psychology.* 

Miinsterberg’s theoretical contribution derived from and 
supported his physiological bias, his belief that psychology is 
a natural science wholly objective in character. He did not 
deny the personality or “self” as an original power, but ex- 
cluded it from the domain of what he called “causal” psychol- 
ogy. If this left important questions unanswered, it was be- 
cause the laboratory was not the proper place to develop a full 
picture of man. That task belonged to philosophy, and Miin- 
sterberg no less than James and Wundt was drawn to philoso- 
phy for a larger understanding of human experience. 

Münsterberg and James held very different views of the do- 
main of philosophy, and a comparison of their perspectives is 
instructive. Both men were trained in medicine, and shared a 
special interest in physiology. Both directed experimental lab- 
oratories and gravitated toward speculative philosophy. But for 
James the shift from psychology to philosophy was nominal: 
“He was so far indifferent to formal distinctions as to be 
scarcely aware whether he was treating psychology philosophi- 
cally or philosophy psychologically.” James believed that all 
experience was susceptible to scientific inquiry. Münsterberg, 
on the other hand, inclined to make a fetish of distinctions, 
and the philosophic system that he ultimately developed placed 
severe limits on objective knowledge.’ 

Beginning with Psychology and Life (1899), Miinsterberg 
elaborated a philosophy that posited science and idealism, facts 


States of Belonging... 34 


and values, as complementary orders. Scientific or causal psy- 
chology deals with phenomena, which are essentially mental 
constructs. In contrast, purposive psychology—historical and 
philosophic studies—treats the “real world of ideals and val- 
ues.” Man’s inner self is a subject with wills and purposes linked 
by a hierarchy of values to overarching metaphysical princi- 
ples. That subject is inaccessible to the scientist, who pursues 
truth limited to causal explanations. Science and idealism are 
compatible nevertheless, for “the labors of objectivist psychol- 
ogy” are required by “the subjective purposcs of real life.” This 
conception of science in the service of idealism provided the 
background of Miinsterberg’s later pioneering work in applied 
psychology.’ 

The style of Münsterberg’s intellectual arguments is reveal- 
ing. Defining subjects by the method of exclusion, he asserted 
that “only this” is psychology, “only that” is philosophy, and 
“only that philosophy” is true. Where William James avoided 
systematizing the variety of experience, Münsterberg imposed 
a rigid order. He reduced dissonance at the intellectual level 
in the same way that he coped with his affective ambivalence 
toward authority and love objects: by keeping the elements of 
thought and feeling strictly separate and compartmentalized. 

It was in the area of applied psychology that Münsterberg 
made his most lasting professional contributions. His earliest 
work dated back to a set of lectures on hypnotism at F reiberg 
in 1889. He followed the publications of European scientists 
interested in various practical applications of psychology, and 
through his own investigations stimulated the thinking of 
younger American researchers in that direction. Beginning in 
1907, his popular writings aroused widespread interest in psy- 
chology and its application to law, medicine, industry, educa- 
tion, and vocational selection. While some of these works were 
popular in the worst sense, they often flashed with insight and 
helped focus professional as well as lay interest on applied psy- 
chology. Richard M. Elliott, a student in the laboratory during 
the heyday of Münsterberg’s work on applied psychology, sug- 
gests that while he seems “statistically naive” to later genera- 
tions of psychologists, he was “a supremely ingenious pioneer 
and the only one at the time whose prognostication matched 
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up to the accomplishments of applied psychology in the quar- 
ter century following his death.” 

One episode, growing out of Miinsterberg’s research on the 
mental functioning of individuals in a group setting, reveals his 
originality, his methodological naiveté, and his injudicious 
haste to trade upon his professional position. Elliott tells the 
story: ‘ 


I was a member of his seminar where student-subjects were asked to 
estimate in writing the relative number of dots which occupied the four 
quadrants into which a large piece of cardboard was divided by black 
lines, the whole card briefly exposed to observation. A week later the 
experiment was repeated with a longer period of observation, and the 
subjects were given an opportunity to influence one another’s judgment 
in discussion. We individually changed our minds and improved our 
judgments over the earlier ones so much more flexibly than did the stu- 
dents of his Radcliffe seminar under identical conditions that Münster- 
berg announced himself opposed to the service of women on juries! 


However freewheeling Miinsterberg’s conclusion, his experi- 
ment did effectively display the workings of group pressure 
upon individual judgment. His students were intrigued by his 
often ingenious application of measurement techniques to a 
host of human behaviors. His work lcd to his “classic text,” Psy- 
chology and Industrial Efficiency (1912).° 

One of Miinsterberg’s special contributions as a scholar re- 
flected his early ambition to write a history of culture. In a 
number of essays exploring the national charactcr of Amcricans, 
he brought together his intcrests in cultural history and social 
psychology. He began to write about American culture as early 
as 1894, when he published threc essays on “The Amcricans” 
in a German newspaper. In “A Letter from the Journey” he 
offered an extended description, in versc, of Amcrican short- 
comings in the context of an overriding admiration for the “en- 
ergy, verve, scope’ of the society.” 

American Traits: From the German Point of View (1902) 
brought together a number of essays previously published in 
American periodicals. They take a close, systematic look at 
aspects of Amcrican life: the educational system, scholarship, 
the role of women, and democracy in its social and political 
forms. In each sphere, Miinsterberg probes for the values un- 
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derlying specific practices. His psychological theme is that so- 
cial norms affect individual “mental-functioning” or choice- 
making. Comparisons with Germany enable him to show how 
the same “facts” have entirely different meanings in different 
value contexts. In both countries, for example, he notes marked 
tendencies toward the emancipation of women. In the fluid 
social organization of America, this emancipation leads to a 
downgrading of family life and a feminizing of high culture 
(that is, the introduction of “hysterical sentimentality, illogical 
impulses, and the lack of consistent obedience to abstract 
law”). In the fixed and hierarchical social order of Germany, 
the primary place of family life and the masculinity of high 
culture is determined by tradition, so that the “liberation” of 
women merely introduces a controlled degree of individual 
freedom. Similarly, the accumulation of wealth in industrial- 
izing America creates the conditions for the emergence of a 
largely “pseudo-aristocratic” class. In Germany, the same eco- 
nomic development tends to democratize an already estab- 
lished aristocracy. 

Despite its insights, there are built-in biases and distortions 
of emphasis throughout the book, the effect of which is to play 
to Germany’s strengths and America’s weaknesses, The rela- 
tive lack of individual freedom in Germany is seen as the 
product of a voluntary self-subordination to the welfare of the 
whole society. German reverence for authority is taken to rep- 
resent a high degree of civilization. The book’s preface asserts 
that Miinstcrberg’s emphasis on American weaknesses is tacti- 
cal. These essays, he writes, are intended for American eyes 
only. They are meant to dispel American prejudices about Ger- 
many and to help correct American shortcomings. Drawing in- 
vidious comparisons between American behavior (based on 
pleasure-seeking ) and German behavior (based on moral ob- 
ligation), Münsterberg celebrates his own Germanness: duty 
alone compels him to dwell on unpleasant circumstances in 
America. 

If American Traits exhibits Miinsterberg in the role of moral- 
ist, Die Amerikaner (1903) displays his more scholarly gifts. 
The intended audience for this book was the cultivated Ger- 
man public. And if there is an element of distortion in con- 
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sistently putting America’s best foot forward, this effect is 
minimized by the range and depth of Miinsterberg’s analysis. 
The book is divided into four main sections which describe the 
characteristic forms and institutions of American political, eco- 
nomic, intellectual, and social life. Drawing on a wide range of 
materials and using cross-cultural comparisons, Miinsterberg 
interprets the practical life of Americans in terms of their com- 
mitment to the democratic ideals of self-direction, self-initia- 
tive, self-perception, and self-assertion. These ideals, he argues, 
make up the philosophy of Americanism and show “the true 
ethical meaning of American culture.” He suggests to his Ger- 
man audience that the accumulation of wealth in America is 
not a function of greed but rather a consequence of the moral 
value assigned to work, productivity, economic progress, ini- 
tiative, venturesomeness. “The real attraction which the Ameri- 
can feels for money-making does not lie in the having but only 
in the getting . . . The American chases after money with all 
his might, exactly as on the tennis court he tries to hit the ball, 
and it is the game he likes and not the prize.” 

In the preface to the English edition of this book, Miinster- 
berg expresses his fear of feeding American self-satisfaction 
with an “optimistic” and positive interpretation of “the Amer- 
ican man and his inner tendencies.” Remarking upon the dif- 
ferences between American Traits and Die Amerikaner, he de- 
scribes them as “two pictures of a stereoscope,” one offering a 
critical and the other a roseate view of the same material. The 
first book was designed to show Americans how they measure 
up in comparison with Germans; the second to inform Ger- 
mans about America. Yet there is no serious analysis of Ger- 
man biases in either work. The subject is America and the per- 
spective is German in each. Taken together, the books display 
the negative and positive poles of Miinsterberg’s ambivalent 
attitude toward America.” 

These books may also be seen as an expression of Miinster- 
berg’s status preoccupation. American Traits provided him 
with an opportunity to cnhance his position in America by 
testifying to the superiority of his native German culture. Die 
Amerikaner, on the other hand, offered him a chance to exalt 
his position in Germany by praising his American associations. 
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Brilliant as were his insights, serious and “idealistic” as were 
his ends, Miinsterberg was not a disinterested observer. 

By the turn of the century Miinsterberg set himself an ex- 
traordinary pace of activity: writing, teaching, and administer- 
ing the affairs of the Philosophy Department at Harvard; lec- 
turing to academic and other groups throughout the country; 
attending congresses in Europe and America; and leading a 
lively social life in Boston. Despite incidents in 1891, 1895, and 
1901 that aroused fears of serious heart trouble, he barely 
slackened his pace, was careless in his eating habits, and was 
prone to mild depression. He contracted diphtheria in February 
1893. In the spring of 1902 he succumbed to a second bout 
while visiting in New York. Immediately after recovering, he 
threw himself into the writing of Die Amerikaner, but suffered 
a nervous breakdown in the course of the ensuing summer that 
effectively curtailed his activities for the rest of that year." 

Nevertheless, in the fall of 1902 he began work on a project 
of great personal interest: a detailed plan for the Congress of 
Arts and Sciences to be held at the St. Louis Exposition in 1904. 
Members of the planning committee agreed that the Congress 
should be international in character, that it should bring Euro- 
pean and American scholars together on American soil. But 
Münsterberg pressed for somcthing more than a demonstration 
of the unity of scholars in a common endeavor. He wanted to 
make the Congress a testimonial to nothing less than the unity 
of knowledge itself, to the interrelationship of all categories of 
expression and inquiry. His detailed plan for the meetings, “so 
arranged that they formed one connected presentation of the 
whole universe of knowledge . . . logically organized,” was 
accepted by his committee colleagues, and Miinsterberg was 
given charge of securing the participation of German scholars. 
Afterward, one disgruntled critic of the elaborately structured 
Congress called it a “Miinsterbergian Circus . . . a case of the 
pure love of schematization running wild.” To William James 
the plan of the Congress was a revelation of Minsterberg’s 
tendency “toward artificial bureaucratization and authoritarian- 
ism.” But for Münsterberg it embodied a harmony to which he 
himself aspired. Significantly, a description of the plan was 
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Münsterbergs major contribution to the eight-volume edition 
of Congress papers." 


In the spring of 1905, the University of Königsberg offered 
Miinsterberg its chair in philosophy once held by Immanuel 
Kant. According to his daughter Margaret, he always planned 
“to end his career and his life in the land of his birth.” But his 
involvement in American life and—at this particular moment— 
in his professional career at Harvard, where he was on the 
verge of completing a long campaign for a new philosophy 
building, was so deep that once again he hesitated to make a 
major change. He accepted the offer, at first, on condition that 
he be permitted another full year to wind up his affairs in 
America. But shortly thereafter (as Miinsterberg remembered 
it in 1916), 


Josiah Royce sat with me a long Sunday morning and insisted that it was 
my highest duty to stand by my Harvard post. Others might fill that Ger- 
man chair . . . but I was needed for more than the mere professional 
work. The Philosopher must not be a patriot only, but at the same time a 
citizen of the spiritual world in all lands, and I should be among true 
friends here all my life long. That night I sent a second telegram de- 
clining the call. 


Others recalled the gist of this meeting with Royce somewhat 
differently. Mrs. William James reported that her husband hoped 
Miinsterberg would leave Harvard, but that Royce urged him 
to stay on the condition that he give up his nonacademic ac- 
tivities and devote his energies to psychology. Perhaps neither 
version records the meeting exactly. In any case, the chair was 
not one of the juicier academic plums in Germany. And Miin- 
sterberg was not prepared to give up his vision of himself as an 
international ambassador, which depended on his remaining 
in America (where he also enjoyed considerable success as a 
popularizer of psychology ).”° 

It is interesting to note that Miinsterberg’s chief criticism 
of the American academic community was that it failed to 
place scholarship at the center of its concerns. American uni- 
versities, he argued, shared the same purpose (though not the 
same practices) as German gymnasia: the distribution of basic 
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information through general courses. Thus the American pro- 
fessor, encouraged “to follow the leadings of his surroundings, 
becomes merely a good teacher, writes text-books and maga- 
zine essays and popular lectures’—becomes, in short, an aca- 
demic businessman. The system does not foster specialization 
or productive scholarship. Instead, it “forces upon a serious 
scholar such self-destructive activity” as the pursuit of money. 
In praising the ideal of German mandarin scholarship and in 
deploring the coercive effects of the American system, Miin- 
sterberg avoided recognizing that his own inclination was to- 
ward the life of the academic entrepreneur."® 

Miinsterberg claimed that he also declined two other pro- 
fessorships in Germany—at Göttingen (1907) and Berlin 
(1909). There is no evidence as to the firmness of either offer. 
Berlin might have tempted him if the overture had involved a 
professorship in psychology or philosophy. Instead, what was 
under discussion was the directorship of the Amerika Institut, 
a position that at best might have been extended to a marginal 
status in the University (where not a single Jew had yet re- 
ceived a professorship). In any event, neither overture devel- 
oped into an offer sufficiently attractive to warrant Miinster- 
berg’s serious consideration. Nevertheless he used them in an 
attempt to secure a salary increase, arguing that his refusals 
evidenced his full commitment to Harvard, to America, and to 
“the scholarly plans which I have set for myself in the coming 
yeas i 

By 1905 Münsterberg was a nationaly known figure in Amer- 
ica, Between 1904 and 1914 he published, by his own count, 
over sixty articles, forty of them in large-circulation magazines, 
His professional interests moved from laboratory research to 
applied psychology and speculative philosophy. One of the 
consequences was a certain resentment of Münsterberg at 
Harvard which began with William James’s “defeated . . . 
hope of acquiring . . . a great leader and exponent of experi- 
mental research.”!8 

James's growing estrangement was based on more than dis- 
appointment over Miinsterberg’s professional course. Although 
each inclined to make allowances for the other, differences in 
their philosophic views and personal styles inevitably abraded 
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their relationship. To these James added a mounting personal 
distaste. After the dedication of Emerson Hall, Harvard’s new 
philosophy building, on December 27, 1905, he publicly com- 
plained that Münsterberg, presiding over the ceremonies, 
“made five speeches in the course of an hour.” From the be- 
ginning James was unable to comprehend Miinsterberg’s con- 
suming passion for the new monument to philosophy, arguing 
that “philosophy, of all subjects, can dispense with material 
wealth, and we seem to be getting along very well as it is.” But 
Münsterberg saw the coming building as “a mother calling all 
her scattered children home to rest in her bosom.” Informed 
of James's complaint against him at the dedication, Münster- 
berg immediately resigned as department chairman. Only after 
James was forced to apologize for his remarks, and President 
Eliot gave assurances that “I do not at all sympathize with 
Professor James’s feeling that a Yankce would have been better 
than a German to guide the very simple ceremony,” did Miin- 
sterberg withdraw his resignation.’ 

James generally kept his differences with Miinsterberg on 
an intellectual level. In 1900 he was mildly discomfited when 
Münsterbergs Grundzüge der Psychologie appeared with a 
dedication to “my dear colleague at Harvard University, 
William James, in sincere admiration and cordial friendship.” 
In a letter to Münsterberg he spoke of his “imperfect” sym- 
pathy with its theoretical conclusions and the “unaccountable 
hardening of my heart towards many of your beliefs.” But the 
tone of the letter was friendly, jocular and affectionate. James 
remained friendly as late as June 1904, but by the end of that 
year his acutely observant brother Henry, on a visit to Cam- 
bridge, sensed a certain coldness. On December 11, 1904, 
Henry made a special entry in his novelists notebook to re- 
mind himself to write something about Harvard as an Ameri- 
can institution with incalculable resources and undetermined 
future, and to “glance at the ‘sinister, the ominous ‘Miinster- 
berg’ possibility—the sort of class of future phenomena repre- 
sented by the foreigner coming in and taking possession.””° 

Miinsterberg’s own response to the Emerson Hall incident in 
1905 mixed anger and self-pity. When he offered his resigna- 
tion to President Eliot, he wrote that “after all I am merely ‘a 
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German’... a born American ought to take my place at 
once.” Characteristically, he exaggerated his injured inno- 
cence as part of his bargaining for vindication. He was unable 
to take any sign of disapproval as other than a reflection of 
the mean spirit of his critic. His deliberately accented role as 
a German in America was so much a replay of his father’s role 
as a Jew in Germany that he lived in constant expectation of 
antiforeign (the equivalent of anti-Semitic ) prejudice. Despite 
James’s apology, he later informed Eliot that the Emerson 
Hall imbroglio “changed totally my feelings toward this com- 
munity,” 

Yet relations between James and Münsterberg were restored 
to seeming friendship. When in February 1909 Professor Light- 
ner Witmer published an article attacking James’s “unscien- 
tific” indulgence in psychical research, Münsterberg, although 
in fundamental agreement with Witmer’s position, rose to the 
defense of his colleague. He refused to allow the American 
Psychological Association to hold its scheduled meeting at the 
Harvard Laboratory as long as Witmer was a member. James 
persuaded Miinsterberg to back down on his ultimatum, argu- 
ing that “temperamental antipathies”—as he termed the dif. 
ferences between Witmer and himself—should be allowed to 
express themselves. James evidenced surprise at finding Miin- 
sterberg so quick to champion his “greatness” as a psychologist. 
But Münsterberg would not be toyed with; he had disregarded 
his own self-interest, he advised James, out of a sense of per- 
sonal loyalty.” 

It was in response to the charge of “shallow dogmatism” 
leveled against him by James that Miinsterberg agreed to ob- 
serve the renowned medium, Eusapia Palladino, in 1909. James 
had argued on behalf of the serious investigation of psychic 
phenomena. He was a prominent supporter of the Society for 
Psychical Research in England, which printed a report about 
Mme. Palladino in its November 1909 Proceedings. In Febru- 
ary 1910, Miinsterberg published an essay on “My Friends, The 
Spiritualists” (in the Metropolitan magazine) that included 
his observations at a series of Mme. Palladino’s seances in New 
York. He characterized those scientists who took psychical re- 
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search seriously as men of “negative suggestibility,” disposed 
by prejudice to assert the opposite of prevailing beliefs. But 
what made the essay a sensation was his account of how one 
participant had caught Mme. Palladino in a piece of trickery. 
Münsterberg implied that the participant acted as his agent: “I 
had told him that I expected wires stretched out from her body 
and he looked out for them. What a surprise when he saw that 
she . . . was reaching out and fishing with her toes for the 
guitar and the table in the cabinet” in order to make them 
sound and move respectively.” 

His essay had mixed consequences for Miinsterberg. It mo- 
mentarily added to his fame, but it also aroused “hostility in 
many quarters.” The negative reaction developed as it became 
known that the man who exposed Mme. Palladino was not 
Miinsterberg’s accomplice; he had acted on his own initiative. 
When the original article was reprinted in American Problems 
(1910), Münsterberg did not correct the misleading implica- 
tion. Among those who believed he had been party to the ex- 
posure, some thought that he had planned the incident simply 
to make headlines. Five years later, Professor Joseph Jastrow 
claimed that the entire episode left such a bad impression of 
publicity-seeking that he was unable to secure approval for 
Miinsterberg to give a series of lectures at the University of 
Wisconsin.** 

Münsterberg probably did exploit the incident for self-ad- 
vertisement. But he was more interested in using it to attack 
“My Friends, The Spiritualists,” among whom he included 
William James. He undertook his observations, he argued, 
strictly in response to James’s challenge, and he published 
them as a “public duty.” Sevcral years later, Münsterberg 
would allege that he spent “twenty years [in fighting a losing 
battle] against the cheap mysticism of the New England pub- 
lic.” He had other personal stakes in the controversy over psy- 
chical research. There was, first of all, his instinctive aversion 
to disorder and uncertainty, which would surface as a pitched 
battle with the “pragmatists.” There was also his habitual status 
anxiety, shared to a lesser extent by a number of contemporary 
medical psychologists. They felt threatened by the new move- 
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ments in mind exploration and the vogue of faith healing that 
flourished after 1890, and feared the incursion of quackery 
into the domain of science. To Miinsterberg, popular support 
for spiritualism was essentially antiintellectual and antiscien- 
tific; recognition of the occult by fellow academicians was “per- 
sonally humiliating.” 

Miinsterberg’s taste for fame led him to make numerous 
forays into the popular press. In 1906 he publicly declared his 
belief in the innocence of the defendant in a notorious Chi- 
cago murder case. Convinced that the man’s confession was 
the product of an agitated mental state, Miinsterberg felt 
vindicated when, before the death sentence was adminis- 
tered, the condemned man denied his confession. Miinster- 
berg in 1907 attracted considerable attention in connection 
with the celebrated trial of William (Big Bill) Haywood and 
other officials of the Western Federation of Miners in Boise, 
Idaho. Harry Orchard, a confessed killer, testified that eighteen 
murders were committed by him at the behest of the union’s 
officials. The charges against them hinged on the veracity of 
Orchard’s testimony. Miinsterberg went to Boise and spent 
seven hours observing Orchard, submitting him to word as- 
sociation tests, which he claimed were “more scientific and 
objective and convincing than the whole process of legal in- 
quiry.” Miinsterberg’s ostensible purpose in studying Orchard 
was to test his methods of determining veracity rather than 
to provide evidence in the trial.2° 

Before undertaking his investigations, Munsterberg inclined 
to doubt Orchard’s character (a point he later cited as proof of 
his own objectivity). But the results of his word association 
and time reaction tests convinced hirn that Orchard was tell- 
ing the truth. On the way back to Boston, Münsterberg “in- 
advertently” told a reporter of his conclusions, After his state- 
ment appeared in papers throughout the country, Münsterberg 
felt obliged to elaborate. In the ensuing tumult he was accused 
of being influenced by friends of Orchard, of taking money to 
support him, and of being “used” by the magazine publisher 
S. S. McClure, who had agreed in advance to publish “an 
article on his experiments.” There was such a storm of con- 
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troversy over his actions and motives that Miinsterberg with- 
drew the article from publication. But he discussed his meth- 
ods and theories about legal psychology in several popular 
articles later gathered, along with a review of the Orchard 
case, in his widely popular On The Witness Stand.” 

Miinsterberg’s interest in the veracity of testimony takes on 
added significance in the light of a later quarrel that developed 
between him and his once devoted student Edwin B. Holt. 
Holt confided to William James in 1909 that “for him the 
profession of psychologist meant to be able to work with 
Miinsterberg. If he couldn’t do that, he would become a busi- 
ness man, and give up psychology.” In 1915 Holt published 
a book called The Freudian Wish, in which he contended that 
a number of critics were skeptical of Freud’s theories because 
they wished them to be untrue. One was a “fairly well-edu- 
cated business man” who “passionately rejected” Freud’s the- 
ories about the psychopathology of everyday life and was him- 
self “one of the most unconscionable liars who ever lived.” 
According to Holt’s account, this unnamed businessman dis- 
torted everything to his own liking and made of his life “one 
long unconscious self-exposure.” It was his frequent habit to 
introduce a lie in the form of a reluctant admission: to say, 
for example, that he could no longer resist the conclusion that 
Mr. X (a successful rival) was a failure. He repeatedly asserted 
that “the word lie is not in my lexicon,” but was so devoted to 
lying that later in life he evidenced “emotional recoil at any 
mention of deceit or untruth.””* 

Miinsterberg read this passage as a vicious personal attack 
on himself, for many of the attitudes and statements attributed 
to the businessman were recognizably his own. Holt almost 
certainly intended to refer to Miinstcrberg in this passage and 
in his statement that Freud’s work made “established pro- 
fessors” look “hopelessly incompetent.” What is most interest- 
ing about Miinsterberg’s response is that he took scant notice 
of the more obvious derogations of his person and position as a 
leading critic of Freud, but fastened instead on the almost 
buried anecdote about the lying businessman.”® 

His sensitivity to a charge of mendacity is understandable. 
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Miinsterberg’s deceptions ran the gamut from false candor to 
distortion; they were part of a system of necessary defense 
mechanisms, Most often they involved an unconscious self- 
falsification designed to make contradictory actions and be- 
liefs appear congruent. He repeatedly cloaked his wishes as 
duties and justified aggressive behavior as self-sacrificial and 
self-defensive. Both action and belief strengthened self-esteem, 
but each followed a different principle: self-inflation and ag- 
grandizement on the one hand, submissive conformity to ex- 
ternal authority on the other. In Geneva, his declaration to 
Otto of a “shattering” passion for Mina Lapine was both a 
piece of self-exaggeration and a manipulation of his older 
brother’s credulity. In childhood his extraordinary politeness 
demonstrated an overrespectful obedience to the demands of 
a stern and imposing father. 

The source of Miinsterberg’s aggressive-submissive behavior 
pattern lay primarily in his ambivalent feelings toward his 
father. In part he directed his affection toward a purified and 
idealized parental image. This prepared the way for a strong 
identification with Moritz. Like his father, he was ambitious, 
industrious, strong-willed and compulsive; he wrote poetry, 
developed wide interests, enjoyed travel, pursued money, main- 
tained strong family bonds. Despite a limited evasion of 
Moritz’s authority in disavowing his Jewishness, Miinsterberg 
replayed his father’s role as a Jew in Germany by insisting 
upon his own marginal position as a German in America. He 
denied that anti-Semitism existed in Germany, but he dwelt 
upon the xenophobia of Americans, After 1914, when anti- 
Germanism in America began to correspond to his imaginings, 
he enjoyed a perverse sense of vindication. 

But Miinsterberg’s hostility to and resentment of the puni- 
tive side of Moritz remained a source of aggressive impulse. 
He habitually displaced and projected these negative feelings 
onto others, His essential need to conform to an idealized 
parental image required constant self-falsification, for the 
price of failure was a disastrously lowered self-esteem. It is 
under these conditions that one must view his sensitivity to 
charges of deception and his near obsession with the issue of 
veracity. He chose to protect himself from anxiety over his 
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own untruthfulness by adopting the role of an expert detector 
of the trickery of others. 


Minsterberg was engaged for almost a decade in the task of 
informing the lay public about the principles and prospects of 
scientific psychology. In 1909 he published a popular work, 
Psychotherapy, which attempted to review systematically the 
applications of psychology to the practice of medicine. Part of 
his purpose was to “counteract misunderstandings which over- 
flood the whole field” of psychotherapy—chiefly the notion that 
mans will or inner purposes are accessible to science—by 
giving a lucid presentation of the physiological basis of be- 
havior. But his main concern was to point out the ways in 
which scientific psychology might be used as a technological 
resource by the therapist, whose task is “treating the sick by 
influencing the mental life.”*° 

Following Pierre Janet’s dissociation theory, Miinsterberg 
interprets psychical disturbances as expressions of the dis- 
equilibrium of normal mental functioning. It is the job of the 
psychotherapist to repair disequilibrium. Through suggestion, 
he argues, the therapist can help “the weak mind” to overcome 
or inhibit abnormal impulses and reinforce “sound desires.” 
Drawing upon a conception of the brain as the switchboard of 
an arc from sense to muscle, he perceives that suggestion (of 
an idea, belief, or action) “has a power in our mind to suppress 
the opposite idea.” It can influence the balance of motor im- 
pulse in a predetermined direction. The suggestible person is 
one whose psychophysical apparatus is such that “new propo- 
sitions for action easily close channels for the opposite.” The 
key elements in therapy are that the patient must struggle to 
overcome obstacles to normal functioning and that the thera- 
pist initiates the process by forceful suggestion. Thus Miinster- 
berg defines psychotherapy as falling betwcen causal and pur- 
posive psychology. The psychotherapist manipulates material 
reality (the sick patient) in the direction of ideal reality 
(“normal” functioning). Mental illness is essentially a sign of 
constitutional weakness which can be overcome by the willed 
repression of “bad” impulses and the reinforcement of “sound” 
ones.*! 
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Needling Freudian and other theorists of dynamic psychia- 
try, Munsterberg asserts that “There is no passing mood, and 
floating half-thought in our mind, no dream and no intuition, 
no slight change of attention, no instinct and desire which can- 
not be analyzed . . . into its sensation elements.” “The story 
of the [Freudian] subconscious mind,” he'claims, “can be told 
in three words: there is none.” There are no purely mental 
mechanisms, Whatever is “unconscious” in the mind is merely 
dissociated from the main contents of consciousness; normal 
mental life is characterized by the connectedness of all con- 
tents at any one moment. The therapist works to restore con- 
nection both with physical (pharmacological) and psychical 
(suggestive) means. In his own practice, Miinsterberg reports, 
he uses explanation, persuasion, assurance, and placebos, in 
order to secure the patient’s belief in the possibility of a cure. 
He offers suggestions of a specific or general nature (work, 
contact with beauty, pleasant company) and often prescribes 
autosuggestion. By means of hypnosis, he claims, he can induce 
a heightened state of suggestibility in his patients. He allows 
that he sometimes works toward a catharsis through the “loose 
dreamy play of ideas”—as he characterizes Freud’s “talk” cure. 
In direct suggestion, he prefers to reinforce ideas opposite to 
the troublesome one; in autosuggestion, he advises patients 
to cultivate discipline, repression, inhibition.®2 

Miinsterberg’s book on psychotherapy appeared a few 
months before Freud lectured at Clark University. He had 
read Freud and listened to Ernest Jones expound psycho- 
analysis at Morton Prince’s house in 1908. But he was so con- 
vinced of its fatuousness that during the period of Freud’s 
lectures he preferred to accept an invitation to tour Canada 
with the British Association for the Advancement of Science, 
Writing at the end of a decade which teemed with popular 
psychotherapies and mental health movements, Miinsterberg 
declared in his preface to Psychotherapy: 


The aim of the book is not to fight the Emmanuel Church Movement, or 
even Christian Science or any other psychotherapeutic tendency outside 
of the field of scientific medicine. I see the element of truth in all of 
them, but they ought to be symptoms of transition. Scientific medicine 
should take hold of psychotherapeutics now or a most deplorable dis- 
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organization will set in, the symptoms of which no one ought to over- 
look to-day. 


After Freud’s visit, debate among the practitioners of medical 
psychology intensified. Münsterberg threw in his lot with the 
older generation of neurologists (including Wundt) who ques- 
tioned the scientific status of psychoanalysis, and shuddered 
at its potential impact on “civilized” morality ** 

Hypnotic suggestion, after Freud gave up its use, became 
the rallying ground for many who opposed psychoanalysis. It 
particularly appealed to Miinsterberg as an application of the 
mental power of the practitioner. Despite claims to the con- 
trary, he was uninterested in the scientific investigation of 
hypnosis or in its possible diagnostic uses. It was simply a 
preferred therapeutic device. He often terminated treatment 
quickly when he encountered a resistant patient3* 

In Minsterberg’s hands, the process of psychotherapy was 
one of imposing a strong will upon a weak one. The defini- 
tions of good and bad, of “proper” behavior goals and normal 
functioning, were ultimately supplied by the therapist. Evad- 
ing the ethical implications of this method, he insisted that 
hypnosis does not eliminate the moral will of the patient but 
removes obstacles to its exercise. Furthermore, it is the phy- 
sician’s duty to serve the ideal of mental health—which Mün- 
sterberg defined in terms of self-discipline, energy, ambition, 
and initiative in the service of moral virtue.®® 

The year 1909 was a remarkably productive one for Miinster- 
berg. In the six months from January to June he wrote the 
texts of Psychotherapy, The Eternal Values (an English ver- 
sion of Philosophie der Werte), Psychology and the Teacher, 
and numerous popular articles. For this brief period he rivaled 
the extraordinary output of his early mentor, Wilhelm Wundt, 
whose lifetime record of publication averaged “nearly one 
word every two minutes, day and night.” Miinsterberg’s con- 
ception of applied psychology as an instrumental science 
proved to be exceedingly fertile, for he could address himself 
to an unlimited number of human aims and endeavors. With 
his “wonderful knack for perceiving and defining issues’ —his 
passion for abstract order and exclusive categories—he divided 
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the new field into applied psychology proper (the use of psy- 
chological principles to explain and interpret a wide range of 
human behaviors) and “psychotechnics” (the use of psycho- 
logical principles to predict and control human behavior with 
respect to specific and narrowly defined activities) *° 

When Miinsterberg turned his attention to the uses of psy- 
chology in commercial and industrial life, he embarked upon 
his most significant venture in practical psychology. While 
visiting at the University of Berlin in 1910, he offered a new 
lecture course which provided the outline of Psychologie und 
Wirtschaftsleben (1912). The work of Frederick W. Taylor 
set the stage for Miinsterberg’s new enterprise, but he shifted 
his emphasis away from the rationalization of the production 
process to broad problems of personnel selection, labeling 
Taylor’s earlier efforts in this area “dilettantism.” Specifically, 
Munsterberg devised ways to measure the “mental traits” or 
abilities required for the successful performance of certain 
jobs. In a famous study of the requirements for effective motor- 
men (for the Boston Elevated Company ) he developed labora- 
tory test situations that identified the most effective job per- 
formers in actual service. These tests were then turned over to 
the company to be used in hiring replacements.°7 

In 1911 he cultivated contacts with businessmen and large 
factory managers for the purpose of studying work and man- 
agement operations. Letters were sent to a thousand com- 
panies, requesting information about the essential mental 
traits for various jobs. At first he concerned himself exclusively 
with the problem of selecting the best human instruments to 
achieve the goals laid down by business enterprises. After he 
developed an experimental means for locating “the best pos- 
sible man,” he moved on to the problem of eliciting “the best 
possible work” from employees. F inally, shifting from industrial 
to commercial concerns, he investigated “the best possible 
effect” that various techniques of business promotion might 
have on the human mind. Salting the text of Psychology and 
Industrial Efficiency with vivid illustrations and case studics, 
Münsterberg set down “the principles and methods of [an] 
experimental economic psychology,” which caught the atten- 
tion of the business world and, according to one historian, 
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effectively “sparked a movement.” Despite his insistence that 
psychotechnics concerned itself with means alone, Miinster- 
berg characteristically invoked the “general social welfare” as 
its ultimate justification. In effect, he argued that the work 
ethic and industrial efficiency were ideal values; thus what- 
ever served economic interests served society at large.*® 

Significantly, it was a German critic who first questioned 
the ambiguous role of the psychotechnician and Miinsterberg’s 
“amerikanistische Tendenz” to assume that only good can flow 
from the fount of economic prosperity. Nor was this Miinster- 
bergs only American deviation. In Psychologie und Wirt- 
schaftsleben (1912) and the far more comprehensive Grund- 
züge der Psychotechnik (1914), he moved away from the 
German traditions of systematic and experimental psychology 
to focus on individual differences and practical interests. In 
German academic circles, the conventional wisdom argued 
against the pursuit of knowledge that was “merely” useful— 
against the practical and technical specialists who threatened 
to dislodge academic mandarins from their cultural hegemony. 
Even the experimental work of Wundt, Stumpf, and Müller 
fell into disfavor after the turn of the century for its “mecha- 
nistic analysis” and “naturalistic errors.’ 

Miinsterberg was always conccrned about his professional 
standing in Germany. He published his most ambitious schol- 
arly works in German first. His English writings and transla- 
tions were merely part of a noble mission to infuse America 
with German enlightenment. Through them he hoped to pro- 
vide an antidote to the primitive “naturalism, and positivism, 
and scepticism” of American intcllectual life. In aligning him- 
self with the values of the German mandarins, he resolutely 
refused to sec how much his own work was affected by the 
suspect traditions.*° 

One of the ingenious ideas spun off from Miinsterberg’s 
work on psychotechnics was a career guidebook, Vocation 
and Learning (1912), written for the gencral public. It was 
his “too long neglected duty,” Miinsterberg declared, to pro- 
vide “right guidance of the youth to the special life occupa- 
tions . . . What seems necessary is not a superficial outside 
view, but an understanding of the deeper inner demands of 
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our occupations and professions.” There followed an elaborate 
schematization in which he classified the motives, abilities, 
and knowledge requisite to eleven selected vocations. The 
book was far more informed by a priori judgments than by 
experimental data. It suffered from the subordination of 
Miinsterberg’s scientific perspective to his role as a guidance 
counselor, and it finally devolved into a long sermon on moral 
idealism.* 

Emphasizing the “particular duty of the psychologist from 
time to time to leave his laboratory . . . to serve the outside 
interests of the community,” Miinsterberg addressed himself, in 
Psychology and Social Sanity (1914), to a selected set of so- 
cial problems that he said could be “cleared up with the meth- 
ods of modern psychology.” Once again his stance is pre- 
scriptive. His essays are a characteristic compound of acute 
observations and moralistic dicta on subjects ranging from sex 
education, socialism, and commercial advertising to popular 
psychology and the current “dancing craze.” His lengthy dis- 
cussion of sex education begins with a declaration of his duty 
both to defend an unpopular point of view and to overcome 
his reticence and “feeling of disgust” about public discussion 
of sexual problems. He bases his argument on the “fact” that 
free discussion stimulates young minds and leads to immoral- 
ity. The general social welfare demands individual repression 
of sexual impulses and social suppression both of vice and 
information about sex. Having examined the issues from the 
point of view of “objective science,” and having exposed the 
uninformed opinions of the “thoughtless public,” he asserts 
that “from now on I shall stick to the one policy in which I 
firmly believe, the policy of silence.”*? 

In all, Münsterberg published four volumes of collected 
essays on American social and cultural life. American Traits 
(1902) examined selected topics “from a German point of 
view.” But American Problems (1910), American Patriotism 
(1913), and Psychology and Social Sanity (1914) were written 
from the perspective of a professional psychologist. “While I 
have remained a German citizen,” Miinsterberg wrote in the 
preface to American Problems, “I naturally have . . .[come to 
accept] the American point of view more and more . . . the 
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angle from which I see [American problems] has become a 
new one. It is no longer the national differences but more my 
professional lifework which has influenced my attitude toward 
the public questions. Not as a German but as a psychologist I 
have begun to take sides as to the problems which stir the 
nation.” 

Yet there is very little change in his critique of American 
life. Instead of measuring America against the yardstick of 
Germany, he claims to measure it against objective psycho- 
logical laws. But the results are the same. American Problems, 
for example, teems with Miinsterberg’s by now familiar indict- 
ments of the shortcomings of Americans: their lack of self- 
discipline, their disrespect for experts and scholars, their nar- 
row utilitarian philosophy, their conformism, and their in- 
ferior education. American women are described as passive, 
superficial, and given to an intemperate craving for frivolity.%* 

One essay in this volume, “Prohibition and Temperance,” 
vividly illustrates the way in which Miinsterberg’s manner— 
regardless of the degree of reason in his argument—inevitably 
provoked controversy. It is a reprint, with an epilogue, of an 
article he wrote for McClure’s Magazine in 1908. His position 
is that Prohibition will have little effect on alcoholism. A harsh, 
restrictive law will only breed violations. He claims that he is 
a recognized temperance leader in Germany and that his op- 
position to Prohibition is in fact designed to aid the temper- 
ance cause, not saloon keepers. But his initial focus and 
significant emphasis are ad hominem. The supporters of Pro- 
hibition are categorized as “hysterical”: “only cowards who 
have no trust in their own will prefer to be removed from every 
temptation.” The intelligent opponents of Prohibition are too 
intimidated to speak out. The whole public discussion reveals 
“the fundamental evil of American public opinion”: that the 
fashion of the moment dominates all and “no one dares to be 
on the unpopular side.”** 

Prohibitionists (at least) were incensed by the article when 
it originally appeared, and some charged that Harvard ac- 
cepted a gift of $50,000 from brewer Adolphus Busch for the 
Germanic Museum as a payoff to Miinsterberg. Detailing his 
relations with the Busch family to President A. Lawrence 
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Lowell, Münsterberg reported that Busch once asked him to 
“do something” with a congressional commission working on 
prohibition legislation. But he refused and carefully avoided 
discussing the matter with his good friend Hugo Reisinger, 
Busch’s son-in-law. “There is no money in the world which 
could induce me to write anything in the interest of any busi- 
ness,” he told one advertising agent. “I write my articles ex- 
clusively in the interest of truth and moral reform, never ask- 
ing whether any commercial interests gain or suffer from it.” 

The essays collected in American Problems deal primarily 
with current domestic concerns. The most interesting essays 
in American Patriotism (1913), in contrast, deal with aspects 
of German life—as Münsterberg observed it during his ex- 
change year in Berlin—and with American attitudes toward 
Europe. Once again he tries to dispel popular American mis- 
conceptions of Germany, which he alleges to be the product 
of a biased press, and to assert the fundamental kinship of the 
two countries. He praises German nationalism, which he de- 
fines as a “loyal belief in the mission of the German spirit in 
the world,” denies any trace of chauvinism (that is, any lack of 
respect for the values of other countries), and breathes a sigh 
^f relief that the “colorless and characterless cosmopolitanism” 
of humanist intellectuals “has been swept away by the enthu- 
siasms for the German Empire.” He believes that pride in the 
German army is an integral part of the new nationalism and 
“ultimately in deepest harmony with . . . peace-loving inter- 
nationalism.” According to Münsterberg, “weak cosmopoli- 
tanism” is the true enemy of peace, for it erodes the unique 
moral character of the individual nations and dangerously saps 
the healthy thrust toward national sclf-realization. The peace 
and disarmament movements in America, he charges, derive 
from a moral superiority complex, which encourages Americans 
to view themselves as world preceptors and supreme judges.*® 

In contrast to worldly-wise German nationalism, exuberant 
American patrotism draws “a disproportionate part of . . . its 
strength from a glaring ignorance of the rest of the world.” “An 
aristocratic minority’ of Anglo-Saxons nurtures this ignorance 
in order to preserve the dominant influence of England in 
America. Nevertheless, he looks to the forging of a “new 
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patriotism” in Ameriea, spearheaded by “the non-Anglo-Saxon 
majority,” which will reassert the paternity of eontinental 
Europe and pay it due respeet. Ameriea, he argues, must de- 
fine itself by the national task of all its people, and not by their 
national origins." 

In American Patriotism Münsterberg developed many of the 
themes that were to inform his wartime writings. His praise of 
“the Germany of to-day” is unstinted, and with it goes a marked 
deeline in the quality and organization of his material from 
the level of American Traits. He begins to see a resolute ideal- 
ism everywhere in Germany. In eontrast, Ameriean society is 
impulse-ridden, wasteful, extravagant, pleasure-seeking, and 
self-divided. Germany stood for all the qualities Miinsterberg 
wanted to possess; America, for the tendeneies he feared in 
himself. His fundamental insight into the differenee between 
Germany and Ameriea was that the former was given to “so- 
cial idealism” and the latter to selfish individual pursuits. His 
idealization of Germany was not merely a grounding for his 
sense of “raeial” superiority. He projeeted onto Germany his 
ideal eoneeption of himself. His oft-repeated mission to bring 
Germany and America together derived its imperative foree 
from his own psychie needs.** 


The diversity of Miinsterberg’s interests and aetivities en- 
eountered few limits save those of time and energy. But some 
of his ambitions ran counter to the interests of Harvard Uni- 
versity, and President Eliot reluctantly rebuked him. 

Eliot's relationship with Münsterberg had a long and difficult 
history before their differenees erupted into mutual censure. 
The president had dealt with Miinsterberg on eordial terms 
with respeet to his appointment at Harvard in 1892 and again 
in 1897. In the spring of 1904 Eliot told him that “your com- 
ing to the University, and your service to it, have been among 
the very interesting features of my work during the last twelve 
years.” But already minor irritations had been sustained by 
each party. On several oeeasions, Eliot firmly rejeeted Münster- 
berg’s suggestions for revising Harvard’s administration and 
eurriculum along the lines of German universities. A number 
of incidents between 1899 and 1902 aroused Miinsterberg’s 
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suspicion of anti-German prejudice on Eliot’s part. In fact, 
Eliot made a considerable effort to deal even-handedly with 
Münsterberg. After the unfortunate Emerson Hall affair in 
1905, he wrote to William James: 


The fact is that Miinsterberg, like most men who think rather too much 
about themselves and their doings, is oversensitive . . . Of course 
Miinsterberg has a German way of doing things, which is different from 
our Yankee way. For instance, his introduction of me on that occasion 
would have been absolutely impossible for any born Yankee, and it 
grated on the ears of all Yankees. But when you recommended Miinster- 
berg for an appointment here you must have expected that he would be 
different from us and doubtless reckoned on those very differences as 
part of the profit to the University. We cannot expect to profit by his 
merits without ever having to wince at his defects.49 


But statesmanship in the handling of strictly intrauniversity 
affairs stiffened into partisanship when larger interests werc 
involved. In the spring of 1908, Eliot and Miinsterberg began 
to tangle seriously. Miinsterberg involved himself in raising 
money for an international exchange of students with German 
universities. Eliot cautioned him that this project was not of 
particular interest to the university, which was quite satisfied 
“with its present modest contribution towards larger intel- 
lectual intercourse between Germany and the United States.” 
More pointed was his admonition to cease soliciting money 
from regular contributors to Harvard.® 

By the fall of 1908 the two men were exchanging heated 
letters over Miinsterberg’s alleged interference with the pro- 
fessorial exchange program between Harvard and German 
universities. For several years Miinsterberg had criticized the 
mechanics of the program. He objected to inviting German 
professors for a full year because American students, who might 
beneficially attend a short series of lectures in German, were 
not able to handle a full course in a foreign language. In his 
own department, he argued, the program was a complete 
failure for this reason, and in addition key men such as George 
Santayana and Francis Peabody were lost for a year as part of 
the exchange. When Miinsterberg learned that persons in high 
places disapproved of his “interference” with the program, he 
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defensively wrote to Eliot asserting that he acted only in its 
best interests.°! 

Eliot took a different view of the matter. He charged 
Münsterberg with opposing the exchange program in principle 
from its beginning, behaving coolly toward a number of the 
visiting German scholars, and exerting an influence in Germany 
“adverse to the continuance of the present arrangements.” 
Eliot barely stopped short of alleging jealousy of rivals as 
Munsterberg’s motive. Münsterberg denied Eliot's charges, in- 
cluding the unwritten one. His only grievance against other 
German scholars was toward the “haughty” professors at the 
University of Berlin, many of whom had agreed among them- 
selves not to come to an American university—provincial by 
definition. Wounded by Eliot’s tone, he recited a defensive 
litany of personal sacrifices he had made to stay at Harvard, of 
personal achievements that redounded to Harvard’s honor, 
and of numerous services he had rendered to the university— 
including the unsolicited use of personal influence with German 
and American officials on Harvard’s behalf. As for his role as a 
mediator between the intellectual communities of the two 
countries, he advised Eliot to “ask any educated man in all 
Germany who has done the most in the last ten years . . 
and my name would be given.”®? 

Avoiding the other points of controversy, Eliot tried to focus 
the issue on Miinsterberg’s conception of his unique mission as 
an international ambassador: 


What I wish, and what the Corporation wish, is that you should give 
over your efforts as a special agent or adviser of German authorities about 
American affairs, or of American authorities about German affairs; that 
you should limit your activities to your professional and literary work 

. [and] cease to communicate on your own initiative with German 
officials . . . concerning the affairs of Harvard University . . . We 
should be glad to have you alter your conception of the “one great task 
for which I staycd in this country.”53 


Münsterberg was infuriated by this lack of appreciation for 
the work he had done to secure “that sympathy and interest 
which the European continent today has for Harvard.” Under 
Munsterberg’s needling, Eliot’s tone hardened. He did not 
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mince words in telling him that his “influence” was as much a 
hindrance to Harvard as a help and that his claim to have 
secured a world position for the American university “would 
not be taken seriously by well-informed persons.” Unable to 
deal with this insult, Münsterberg convinced himself that the 
crux of the matter was anti-German prejudice: “It is the curse 
of the world that the foreigner is always wrong . . . he has no 
chance for an unprejudiced jury.” He believed that the Harvard 
Corporation conducted a “secret trial” against him, admitting 
malicious slander and rumor as evidence.” 

Moving decisively to head off a further exchange of pointless 
insults, Eliot advised his correspondent that the Corporation 
would certainly be pleased to have him remain at Harvard in 
the role of teacher, scholar, and public figure as long as he 
did “not become a political or industrial agent.” But he added 
that “they are also willing that you should accept a suitable 
appointment elsewhere, and should on that occasion give such 
publicity as you thought best to your reasons for feeling dis- 
satisfaction with the service of Harvard University.” Miinster- 
berg, although he previously made a vague threat to take his 
talents elsewhere, had no intention of leaving Harvard and 
therefore managed diplomatically to find himself “in far-reach- 
ing harmony with . . . your last letter.” In the course of the 
whole affair and under the strain of conflicting obligations to 
the various roles he played, he gave way to outbursts of petti- 
ness and self-exaggeration. His long letters to Eliot, written in 
the heat of passion, were blunt without being entirely honest, 
logical without being quite rational, and sprinkled with idle 
threats. When his passion subsided at last, it was chiefly be- 
cause he convinced himself that his various roles could be 
reconciled, without diminution, to the demands of the uni- 
versity.” 

Less than two months later Münsterberg was again self- 
confidently acting on behalf of his conception of German and 
American interests. Visiting French journalist and statesman 
André Tardieu, whom Münsterberg believed to be a “mere 
politician,” one of “a little band of [anti-German] demagogues,” 
was delivering a series of lectures at Harvard. Münsterberg 
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complained to Eliot that the Frenchman came in the hope of 
stirring up American opinion against Germany and that his 
presence on the campus would result in the “unwillingness of 
German professors [here] to continue the professorial ex- 
change.” He asked Eliot to restrain the visitor.’ 

Eliot became concerned over the amount of passion Miin- 
sterberg invested in his various activities. A little over a year 
later, he took occasion to express this concern when told of a 
threat to Miinsterberg’s life by a deranged woman whom 
Münsterberg had treated under hypnosis: 


You seem to me to work with too much intensity and too constantly, and 
to work on topics which are peculiarly stirring and exciting. I hope that 
you will moderate your rate of work and of publication, and will take up 
some systematic course of interesting out-of-door exercise, with frequent 
absences from Cambridge between Friday night and Monday morning 
for change of scene and change of thoughts. I also advise you not to 
have anything to do hereafter with the hypnotic treatment of women. 


Relatively tolerant and patient with Miinsterberg on matters 
pertaining strictly to his position at Harvard, Eliot flared up 
only when this position was made subservient to Miinsterberg’s 
other concerns. Later, after the outbreak of war in Europe, 
relations between the two men turned to open and bitter hos- 
tility.°” 

In 1910, Miinsterberg secured an exchange professorship at 
Berlin as a reward for his willingness to organize the new 
Amerika Institut founded there under the auspices of the 
Prussian Ministry of Education. He was instrumental in rais- 
ing funds for the new Institut, securing a $25,000 grant from 
his friend Jacob Schiff (and additional money from James 
Speyer) to add to the capital fund raiscd in Berlin. Some po- 
tential contributors raised questions about the venture be- 
cause of the prior establishment of an Amcrican Institute at 
Berlin under the aegis of Columbia University. But Miinstcr- 
berg argued that the new agency would perform different work 
by virtue of its German management. “The Amcrika Institut,” 
he modestly wrote, “is an administrative, governmental insti- 
tute for the systematic furthering of the official cultural rela- 
tions between Germany and the United States. It advises uni- 


States of Belonging ... 60 


versities and governmental bureaus of Germany and the United 
States, it regulates the cultural relations, it transmits the offi- 
cial printed documents between the two nations.”** 

A few years later he would proclaim that “in the whole 
history of civilization probably no such enterprise has ever 
been recorded, and what it aims at may truly be the model for 
future developments. It works for the necessary moderniza- 
tion of international intercourse, a kind of efficiency manage- 
ment in the world of ideals.” But it was also a project touching 
Miinsterberg’s less exalted ambitions. The existence at Berlin of 
several operations controlled by Columbia University (the 
American Institute, the Roosevelt Room, and the Roosevelt 
Professorship ), was a thorn in his side. He feared that Columbia 
might become the “central agency working in international af- 
fairs,’ that Harvard would be locked out of the picture, and 
that Columbia president Nicholas Murray Butler would be the 
dean of American university presidents through his control 
over foreign professorships. The only thing that kept Butler 
from sweeping all before him, Miinsterberg told Harvard presi- 
dent A. Lawrence Lowell, was the Prussian government’s re- 
quest for a Harvard man to head the Amerika Institut. 

Once settled in Berlin, Miinsterberg divided his time be- 
tween the Institut, his university lectures, and more popular 
addresses on American culture. In retrospect, he was to call 
this “the crowning year of my life.” But in fact his sojourn in 
Berlin was far from serene or triumphant. Shortly after his 
arrival, he became enmeshed in a series of ludicrous contre- 
temps stemming, in part, from his obsessively competitive atti- 
tude toward the Columbia University exchange program in 
Berlin. 

Earlier entanglements with Nicholas Murray Butler had set 
the stage for these developments. In 1904 Münsterberg pro- 
voked Butler into making an impolitic statement about the 
vanity, egotism, and unmannerliness of German university 
professors—and in particular about the financial greediness of 
a certain German scholar who refused to lecture at Columbia 
on his way home from the St. Louis Congress because the fee 
was not high enough. The mutual dislike of the two men 
hardened in 1907 when they shared a Carnegie Hall platform 
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at a public meeting held under the auspices of the National 
Arbitration and Peace Congress. Miinsterberg presented a case 
for the healthy influence of military conscription in Germany; 
Butler laced into him for defending “German militarism.” By 
1911, the two episodes fused in Miinsterberg’s mind. He looked 
back upon the “silent warfare [between us] in which I have 
never been the aggressive party. On the contrary, I have always 
avoided every fight, even though I had the weapons in hand.”*! 

Miinsterberg thought Butler resented the fact that the 
Amerika Institut was in the hands of a Harvard man. He came 
to believe that the entire purpose of the Columbia operations 
at Berlin was to humiliate Harvard (and, by extension, him- 
self). He advised Lowell that Columbia scored great social 
successes at Berlin by selecting professors for their “brilliant 
parlor qualities,” while Harvard in its innocence merely 
counted upon superior scholarship. He was certain that Har- 
vard’s best interests were seriously endangered: “I beg you not 
to underestimate the influence which this international rela- 
tion of the various American universities has on the tendency 
of the German-American families to send their sons to one or 
another place. Columbia's pro-German policy, however hypo- 
critical, probably involves a gain of several hundred German- 
American students a year, besides the large gifts from German- 
American bankers.” 

The whole Berlin year started off badly, despite Miinster- 
berg’s initial boast that “my work here surpasses my best an- 
ticipation.” It was bad enough to have competition from Co- 
lumbia for the spotlight, but in addition he believed that he 
was undercut by the press corps that supplied American news- 
papers with news from Germany. This corps, he charged, was 
made up of English and American correspondents attached to 
anti-German papers in London. When a frivolous item ap- 
peared in American papers reporting that the emperor, at a 
reception in the fall of 1909, spoke for fifteen minutes with the 
Columbia representative, C. Alphonso Smith, and for only five 
minutes with Miinsterberg, he lost all sense of proportion in 
his frantic effort to correct the story. In the heat of indigna- 
tion he wrote self-pitying letters of denial to a number of 
prominent Americans. Lowell, attempting to calm Miinster- 
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berg down, did not refrain from inflicting further humiliation. 
Untoward concern, he cautioned, over “the question of the 
length of time the emperor talks to different professors, the 
invitations to court balls, and the precedence among professors 
has the effect here of lowering the dignity of Harvard’s repre- 
sentative; it raises a smile that does not heighten the respect 
for professors.” When Münsterberg did subside he attributed 
the “wholly fabricated” news item to the malice of anti-German 
reporters determined to avenge themselves for his disclosure 
of their biases. “The invention was so absurd,” he pretended, 
“that when the reports [of it] came back from America to 
Berlin, it occasioned great amusement and not least among 
those most intimately concerned.“ 

The most serious contretemps of the year involved both of 
Miinsterberg’s bétes noires: the Columbia representative and 
the American press. He was completely unaware of the hos- 
tility he bore toward the incumbent of the Roosevelt profes- 
sorship, C. Alphonso Smith. At the beginning of the Berlin 
year he sent a patronizing letter offering his personal services 
to Smith. Miinsterberg later claimed that he went out of his 
way to be helpful despite “all of the gossip which was brought 
to me about his jealousy.” To Lowell he reported that Smith 
was full of “little intrigues,” that he had orders to deliver “pro- 
Columbia speeches” whenever the name of Harvard was men- 
tioned in public. Yet Münsterberg argued that he did every- 
thing possible to cover for the man’s “tactlessness” and the 
“failure” of his allegedly inept and second-rate German lec- 
ese 

Antagonism between Smith and Miinsterberg finally flashed 
over the pettiest of affairs, involving a special invitation issued 
to Smith and his wife to attend a formal reception at Schlep- 
pencour given by the emperor. No foreigners previously pre- 
sented to the emperor were supposed to be invited, but an 
exception was made in Smith’s case because he had erroneously 
been promised an invitation and his wife had ordered a gown 
by the time the mistake was discovered. Miinsterberg raised a 
storm of protest over the exception (which was arranged by 
Ambassador David Jayne Hill); he wanted either an invita- 
tion for himself or the cancellation of Smith’s, According to 
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Smith, Hill told Münsterberg that “he could . . . [only act on 
behalf of] Americans and as German citizens [the Miinster- 
bergs] did not come under his jurisdiction.” Miinsterberg flew 
into a rage at this and threatened to cable President Taft to 
secure his rights as an American representative.” 

Reporters, getting wind of the story, had a field day. Various 
garbled versions of the initial controversy and the confronta- 
tion between Miinsterberg and Hill appeared in the American 
press, consistently casting Miinsterberg in the worst possible 
light. An editorial in the New York Times on March 20, 1911, 
chastised him for childish behavior and noted that he was an 
unpopular figure at Harvard, widely disliked for his vanity. 
Several months later, Dr. Frank McLean of the Waltham 
Hospital, in a friendly letter to Smith, reported that in “certain 
Harvard circles” Miinsterberg’s conduct was deemed dis- 
graceful and many “are heartily ashamed of him.”®® 

But Miinsterberg insisted on viewing the incident and the 
news coverage as vindictive attacks upon his person and his 
legitimacy as an American representative. In a letter to Presi- 
dent Taft he accused the ambassador's wife of leaking the storv 
to the press. She acted against him out of prejudice, Münster- 
berg explained, because he had never become an American 
citizen. He also charged the Germanophobic press corps with 
personal malice. For his part, Ambassador Hill reported that 
while Miinsterberg “has not been kindly treated in the news- 
paper representations,” he was responsible for raising the 
whole tempest in the first place. In reply to Miinsterberg’s 
letters, Harvard’s president once again took occasion to speak 
caustically: “It is of very little conscquence what people say 
of you unless it is true.”* 

In the end, Smith’s invitation to the reception was with- 
drawn. He was so angered by Miinstcrberg’s actions that he 
placed his version of the story before German officials in order 
“that those in authority might know Dr. Miinsterberg’s attitude 
toward the holder of the Roosevelt chair (of which this is only 
one evidence) and that the chair might thus be protected 
against him in the future.” One consequence of the affair was 
that the Minister of Education, Fricdrich Schmidt, declined to 
accept the German-born Professor Kuno Francke of Harvard 
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as Exchange Professor in 1913. He preferred to receive the 
nomination of an American professor who would be “less in- 
clined to sympathize with German affairs” after “taking into 
especial consideration the [experience of the] Miinsterberg 
year.”®’ 

The episode revealed Miinsterberg’s extreme sensitivity to 
his position as a distinguished American representative in Ger- 
many and an international dignitary in America. He had set 
out to apply his conception of a spiritual dual citizenship. But 
his acute status anxiety and compulsive self-assertion defeated 
his purpose. During the year in Germany his excessive loyalty 
to what he believed to be Harvard’s best interests was in fact 
antithetical to them and to cultural rapprochement. It was not 
so much the variety as the intensity of his commitments that 
brought about his humiliation. Insecure, he required constant 
approval from others; aggressive because insecure, he aroused 
hostility instead, thereby thwarting his needs and ambitions. 
Once again he ascribed his difficulties to the faults of others: 
to malicious anti-German prejudice and to resentment of “my 
unusual situation of being a German in an important American 
place.” The hostility that he provoked gave a basis in reality 
to the hostility that he projected onto others. Thus he was 
able to protect his altruistic and innocent self-image.® 

Despite the unpleasant incidents that marred his Berlin year 
and the variety of involvements in America to which he re- 
turned, Minsterberg’s direct ties to Germany remained strong. 
Family bonds were reinforced by the sojourn. The four sons 
of Moritz Miinsterberg had pledged themselves to mutual sup- 
port through the mechanism of a family foundation created on 
their father’s birthday on May 29, 1880. Over the years, they 
established the practice of holding yearly reunions, of collect- 
ing family memorabilia (for eventual deposit in the municipal 
library of Danzig), and of increasing the capital of the founda- 
tion through individual gifts marking important occasions in 
their lives. These arrangements formalized a sense of kinship 
and dynasty that permeated their relationships.” 

Hugo was particularly close to his older brother Emil, a 
scholar and philanthropist who won considerable renown as 
the chief administrator of public charities in Berlin before his 
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death in 1911. The oldest brother, Otto, remained head of the 
family in Danzig until his death in 1915. The youngest brother, 
Oskar, lived in Leipzig and became a wealthy businessman and 
a collector and scholar in the field of Chinese and Japanese 
art. Each of the brothers visited Hugo in the United States at 
various times.” 

Hugo was a highly successful fund raiser for German causes. 
In addition to support for the Amerika Institut, he helped 
secure funds for a Helmholtz memorial in 1895, a Schiller 
Stiftung in 1905, and a tuberculosis institute in Berlin in 1909. 
In the spring of 1910 he raised money for a gift to the Uni- 
versity of Berlin in honor of its hundredth anniversary, and in 
1912 he secured backing for a special effort to preserve “the 
old and interesting buildings of Danzig.” His technique for 
obtaining money was to approach “a small number of the best 
known men” to head a subscription list; to these men he argued 
not for a gesture of international friendship but for the re- 
payment of a debt to German culture.” 

At the same time Münsterberg played a prominent role in 
the cultural life of Boston’s German-Americans, serving from 
1908 to 1910 as president of the Boston German Association, 
whose membership numbered six hundred and included a few 
prominent figures in the Boston community. Miinsterberg was, 
in fact, recognized as a leader of the German-American com- 
munity. He traveled widely to address German-American 
audiences. In a letter to President Taft he boasted of his in- 
fluence upon their political behavior: 


You know that the German-American vote will be of great importance 
this year [1912] both at the nominations and at the elections. You know 
on the other hand that those millions have no leader and on the whole 
no reliable political instincts. They are therefore more accessible to 
honest influences than other factions of the population, and words from 
those few Germans to whom they are accustomed to listen can be of 
consequence. I had the honor to do my little share in that direction in 
the last three presidential elections, always on the Republican side. Let 
me say that I am at your disposal in this spirit. I think I have succeeded 
in undermining the German-American indignation concerning the Anglo- 
French treaties. I was asked to speak at various indignation assemblies 

. and instead ... I have succeeded in destroying the plans for 
those meetings altogether. 
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When Congressman Richard E. Bartholdt asked him to support 
Taft in 1912 and to work against a third term for Theodore 
Roosevelt, Münsterberg replied that “a number of opportuni- 
ties are before me in which I shall work in that direction . . . 
I think that I shall be able to do quite a man’s work in the 
coming months without publicly posing as an official cam- 
paign speaker.” By the end of his first three years of residence 
in America, Miinsterberg considered himself an expert on the 
political relations between Germany and America. After two 
decades of residence, he believed that he was a key mediator 
between the American government and the German-American 
community. On numerous occasions he offered advice and 
services in these matters to three presidents: Roosevelt, Taft, 
and Wilson.” 

Miinsterberg viewed his leadership of German-Americans 
as unique, for he was involved in their communal concerns 
and yet was apart from and above them. In 1911 he collabo- 
rated with a “small circle” of like-minded men to help George 
Sylvester Viereck launch “a high class” English-language 
monthly for German-Americans. In 1913 he helped plan for a 
weekly newspaper in German that would report on political 
and economic affairs in Germany. But these were minor ac- 
tivities on the part of a man who considered himself to be a 
German, an international cultural ambassador, a scholar, and 
a public figure in American intellectual and political affairs.” 


When war came in 1914, German-Americans had no more 
prestigious and articulate spokesman for their cause than Hugo 
Münsterberg. A man of exceptional intelligence, versatility, 
forcefulness, and vitality, he had a deep personal stake in the 
issues raised by the war. He rose to the crisis with an unac- 
customed singleness of purpose. There were many who thought 
that his considerable involvement in the pro-German cause 
represented a “wholesale devotion to German interests.” In a 
sense this was true. But Miinsterberg’s “German interests” were 
not those of the German government. Unlike George Sylvester 
Viereck, he was never a German agent, and his wartime atti- 
tudes both reflected and helped to shape the experiences and 
responses of many German-Americans. Extremely sensitive to 
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anti-German prejudice—sometimes flashing with indignation 
at imaginary slights—he was deeply engaged in the German- 
American predicament between 1914 and 1916. His “unusual 
situation of being a German in an important American place” 
challenged and restrained him at once. Events and circum- 
stance were to place large numbers of German-Americans in 
a similar bind. Despite their differences, they soon were 
subject to a common fate.” 


4 E D E 
THE WAR 


Hugo Münsterberg’s romantic German nationalism remained 
untempered by his ever growing involvement in American 
life. In his estimation the American nation was inferior to 
Germany. But America was not merely a nation; it was also a 
symvol representing the fusion of the best elements of other 
nations. In this sense America went beyond nationality to de- 
note to Münsterberg something akin to his own international 
mission. If his commitment to the symbolic meaning of Amer- 
ica proved deeper and stronger than his special “German in- 
terests,” it was only after a bitter struggle to keep both loyalties 
congruent in the face of gathering pressure to choose between 
them. 

Miinsterberg’s initial response to the First World War crisis 
was so intense that he often failed to differentiate between 
himself and the German cause. His was not a unique reaction. 
For many German-Americans, group identity came to be de- 
fined by a common posture toward the war. Between 1914 and 
1917 this self-definition increasingly conflicted with other al- 
legiances and associations on the part of individuals, until at 
one point or another the conflict became unendurable. After 
months of heightened concern and activity, under growing so- 
cial coercion and psychological strain, Miinsterberg’s focus too 
began to disintegrate. 

The war came as a staggering blow to Miinsterberg. His 
spontaneous sympathy for the German cause was augmented 
by pressure for several quarters. He had two brothers and in- 
numerable friends and correspondents in Germany who urged 
the German view of the war upon him. His prewar eminence 
among German-Americans automatically placed him in a po- 
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sition of leadership. And his location in the heartland of Yankee 
culture made him an early target in the partisan strife that fol- 
lowed upon the outbreak of war. For decades before, New 
England Yankees had emphasized their English ancestry as a 
way of distinguishing themselves from the encroaching Irish. 
The political association of Irish- and German-Americans in 
1914 only reinforced the disposition of influential New Eng- 
landers to censure the German cause and back the Allies. At 
Harvard, Miinsterberg faced a growing personal suspicion and 
hostility: “the air... had suddenly grown chill and raw 

. . From October [1914] on, [he] stayed away for a year 
from that small number of distractions that his constant work 
allowed him—from symphony concerts .. . from occasional 
club meetings, from dinner parties and receptions ... In 
October . . . [he] appeared for the last time at a faculty 
meeting.” Harvard’s historian Samuel Eliot Morison recalls 
that “at the western university where I was teaching when the 
war broke out in Europe, it seemed to the average student as 
unreal as the Wars of the Roses; returning to Harvard early in 
1915, one was on the outskirts of battle . . . sympathy for the 
Allied cause was unconcealed; not for a moment was Harvard 
neutral in thought or deed.” 

In the meantime, pro-German elements in the country took 
their first steps toward organization. Beleaguered German- 
Americans, native Americans with pro-German sympathies, 
and the official German establishment cast about for effective 
spokesmen. Miinsterberg quickly took a national role. From 
August 1914 until the spring of 1915 he devoted considerable 
time and energy to organizing pro-German forces, and set him- 
self the task of influencing public opinion and policy in favor 
of American neutrality. His new role as pro-German propa- 
gandist afforded fresh opportunity for the gratification of pri- 
vate needs: for self-inflation in praising German nationalism, 
for acting out his aggressive impulses while vigorously deny- 
ing “German” aggrandizement. So strong was his identifica- 
tion with the embattled German nation that in writing of its 
moral idealism, its entitlement to glory, its unjust injuries at the 
hands of sibling rivals (England, France, America), he poured 
out the passions of his inner life. 
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Miinsterberg’s first article on the war, entitled “Fair Play,” ap- 
peared in the Boston Herald on August 5 and was reprinted in 
fifty large-circulation newspapers throughout the country. Two 
years later he wrote that this 


was a week in which the whole Eastern press fell upon the good reputa- 
tion of Germany, denounced the Emperor as a criminal, accepted blindly 
the English tale that Germany wanted the war and had started it, and 
in which no one had a word of defence for my fatherland. By chance I 
met on the street the editor of the Boston Herald and he suggested to 
me to write an . . . interpretation of the German side . . . The letter 
made a great stir... and, as the first reaction against the uniform 
pro-ally view, was harshly cried down. 


But he did, in fact, find many eager readers. The article was 
subsequently incorporated into The War and America, which 
came out late in September 1914 and went through a first 
printing of 2500 copies in five days. By the end of the month 
a second printing of the same size had sold out.? 

The book contains twelve essays that examine the issues of the 
war and their moral significance for America. Miinsterberg 
called it a “diary . . . [which] views the events as they un- 
fold themselves from week to week, from the angle of personal 
experience.” But the character and tone of the book are po- 
lemical. The “true facts” about the war are derived from his a 
priori belief in German innocence. The German nation, dedi- 
cated to the peaceful development of its inner strengths, was 
forced to war as a last resort against Russian expansionist greed, 
English economic jealousy, and French desire for revenge. Pa- 
cific and industrious, Germany is surrounded by neighbors who 
“begrudge” her prosperity. With reluctance, the same German 
Kaiser who had been “almost forcing peace on Europe for 
twenty-seven years” prepared to attack before Allied mobili- 
zation placed Germany at a hopeless disadvantage. One has to 
be a German, Miinsterberg argues, fully to understand why 
Germany was alert and ready for war. “Nature formed from 
its clay no creature with more peaceful instincts than myself,” 
he explains, and yet he can remember “from his childhood 
days” the constant tension under which Germans lived, ever 
fearful of their vengeful and threatening neighbors. The pas- 
sage makes explicit Miinsterberg’s self-identification with a 
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Germany forced into aggression by the jealous prodding of 
morally inferior rivals. 

The idea of Germany’s defensive aggression was developed 
by intellectuals such as John L. Stoddard, Edmund von Mach, 
Kuno Francke, John Burgess, and Miinsterberg. In Münster- 
berg’s view, Germany had nothing to gain from the war while 
Russia stood to win control of the Balkans, France to recapture 
Alsace, and England to destroy the potential power of her 
chief imperial rival. He made a point of “understanding” each 
country’s concern with national self-interest. For them, as for 
Germany, “the life needs of a healthy nation are decisive.” 
Each country, in fact, had a moral obligation to perform “its 
national duty.” He sees no contradiction between his beliefs 
that war is an inevitable instrument for adjusting “the power 
of countries to the changing stages of their inner development” 
and that Germany had nothing to gain from war. No one’s mo- 
tives are morally reprehensibie in his view, though one might 
—and Miinsterberg does—accuse the Allies of ganging up 
against Germany.* 

The second major theme of his book is that the European 
conflict is essentially a war of ideals between Germany and 
Russia. German culture represents the “active and produc- 
tive”; it “aims to raise even the lowest by better education and 
by the stimulation of his free energies to the level of the high- 
est.” Russian culture, on the other hand, is “passive and un- 
productive”; it “aims to bring high and low to the same level 
by lowering the high ... The result is lack of education, 
complete submission to the church, a pathetic mixture of ig- 
norance and superstition.” A sensual people given to “orthodox 
belief” and “blind brutality,” the Russians conspire to overrun 
Europe. Germany stands alone against this threat to enlight- 
ened European culture. It is the “great historical blunder” of 
England and France that they fail to perceive where their 
long-term interests lie. Morally, they are guilty of racial trea- 
son.” 

The style and argument of Miinsterberg’s book won substan- 
tial approval from German-Americans. In the theme of Ger- 
many’s encirclement by hostile forces they saw a foreshadowing 
of their own fate. Indeed, what gave a notc of urgency to the 
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book—for Miinsterberg as for his readers—was as much the de- 
velopment of anti-German sentiment in America as the diff- 
cult position of the fatherland in Europe.* 

The lengthiest essay deals with the two large camps devel- 
oping in America in response to the war: “the one controlled 
by anti-German sentiment; the other by fair play sentiment.” 
Biased news reports from English sources set up “a vivid im- 
pulse against Germany” in suggestible minds. Miinsterberg 
claims that English money and influence dominate the Ameri- 
can press and that blind Anglophiles act essentially as English 
agents. They are intent upon subverting America’s neutrality 
and estranging her German-American citizenry. The argument 
forges another link between German-Americans and Germany, 
for it implies that each is victimized by the same English en- 
emy.” 

According to Münsterberg, the leader of those bent on estab- 
lishing German guilt—“leader by age, by authority, by mastery 
of diction and by the importance which the press gives to his 
utterances—is Charles W. Eliot.” Other publicists joined in 
making Eliot a scapegoat for their resentment of the Anglo- 
philic leanings of the American intellectual establishment. 
“The advanced decay of the old New England stock in the 
East” was a theme that embattled German-Americans in the 
East and Midwest found eminently congenial. If Miinster- 
berg’s attack on Eliot echoed earlier rancor, he implicitly de- 
nied it. Taking what he believed to be the highest possible 
moral ground, he compared his own “understanding” of the 
mistaken judgments of England and France with “the denun- 
ciations which the anti-German party thunders against the one 
people which is suddenly attacked by the guns of all Europe.”* 

Miinsterberg’s personal involvement in the issues raised by 
the war colored his arguments and released a flood of barely 
controlled aggression. Yet it also exercised a restraint on con- 
scious levels of expression. Despite his emotional commitment 
to the German cause, he had to protect his self-image as an 
intellectual above the plane of battle, a moral philosopher, an 
international ambassador of good will, and a political power in 
America. He sought, therefore, to dissociate himself from fierce 
partisans who claimed absolute truth for one side or the other. 
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Arguing that the position of each combatant rested ultimately 
on a system of national beliefs rather than on objective facts, 
he posed as a moral relativist. In particular, he attempted to 
place himself above the vulgar partisanship of the Anglo- 
phobes: “I have certainly not joined in the widespread anger 
and indignation against England which my fellow [German] 
countrymen have often expressed. On the contrary, I have al- 
ways emphasized my admiration for England and have always 
stated that in my opinion England has taken wrong steps in 
its policy, but was morally perfectly within its rights.” It was 
a stance calculated to win American respect and to neutralize 
the moral indignation aroused by Germany’s invasion of Bel- 
gium. A few months later he wrote to a fanatical anti-English 
partisan, “my sympathies, of course, are on the German side, 
and if America were beginning war against Germany, it would 
be the saddest fate I can imagine. But this does not make me 
wish at all that America enter into war on Germany’s side.” By 
implying that partisans on both sides sought to thrust America 
into war, he made his own support of neutrality seem a non- 
partisan, exclusively American interest.® 
Miinsterberg’s sympathetic explication of the German posi- 
tion outraged pro-Allied sensibilities. Reviewers found his book 
a “blend of dogmatism, innuendo, sophistry and gush.” John 
Cowper Powys quickly published The War and Culture: A 
Reply to Professor Miinsterberg, charging him with deliberate 
and deceitful omissions in describing German culture, and with 
dishonest catering to American opinion. For every letter Miin- 
sterberg received from those who professed disagreement but 
believed that he should “continue your residence among us 
. [and] write anything you please” came a sheaf of letters 
addressed to “Professor Hugo Monsterbug” or “Baron Mon- 
chausen.” For himself, Miinsterberg believed that his analysis 
was, if anything, overly generous to England. He took the criti- 
cal reviews to represent a pcrsonal bias against him which was 
arbitrary and unjust.’° 
His pleas for a suspension of moral judgment brought irate 
responses from militant pro-German partisans who accused him 
of cowardice, as well as from pro-Allied stalwarts. His old an- 
tagonist, Charles W. Eliot, charged that American sentiment 
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was “not always appreciated by persons of German birth who 
have lived long in the United States,” and was dangerously 
misrepresented by Miinsterberg to the German government.” 

Despite public and private jabs from Eliot, Miinsterberg 
stuck to his relativist position in the belief that it would pro- 
vide a basis for reconciling extremists and thus keeping Amer- 
ica neutral. In October he wrote to Eliot on behalf of the Ger- 
man magazine Nord und Siid, which planned to devote its 
December issue to the opinions on the war of scholars from 
neutral countries, Politely, he asked 


whether you would be willing to use this opportunity to speak a serious 
word to the Germans. Needless to say, the whole character of the enter- 
prise is one in which nobody expects agreement with the German views, 
and I will also try to secure other contributors who feel themselves in 
opposition to the German side. I may say even for your orientation that 
Mr. [Kuno] Francke and I have agreed both to write articles in a critical 
vein. 


However, he could not resist a glancing reference to “the of- 
ficially neutral countries” that raised Eliot’s dander. Eliot’s re- 
fusal was intemperate and his reasoning evasive. He used the 
query as a pretext for sounding off against the German inva- 
sion of Belgium. Miinsterberg’s rejoinder was characteristic of 
his earliest quarrels with Eliot: a mixture of self-justification 
and assertiveness. Calling Eliot an extremist bent on war, he 
charged him with representing a “thin upper layer” of Ameri- 
can society whose “fashionable” views were not widely shared. 
“The American people stands partly where Wilson stands and 
partly where Roosevelt stands, and I am in full harmony with 
either.” He laid claim to a “fuller knowledge than the public 
has” about the trumped-up character of the Belgian-English 
protest against the violation of Belgian neutrality, referring to 
an alleged Allied understanding that England or France might 
usc Belgian territory to launch war against Germany. Eliot re- 
fused to discuss the matter further, but repeated his warning 
to Miinsterberg that false reports of American sympathy for 
Germany would stiffen German resistance and thus prolong a 
war that could only end in harsher defeat.” 

Münsterberg could not suffer Eliot’s reproaches silently. Con- 
vinced of Eliot’s wrongheadedness and humiliated by his curt- 
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ness, Münsterberg lost his judgment. On November 18, 1914, he 
sent Eliot a sealed envelope with a covering letter explaining 
that the contents offered secret information supporting his con- 
tention that American opinion was kindly disposed toward 
Germany. Eliot returned the envelope unopened, refusing to 
be a party to “secret affairs.” Miinsterberg then relayed the 
“secret” information in a regular letter to Eliot dated Novem- 
ber 20. The gist of the matter was an alleged conference be- 
tween Miinsterberg and William F. McCombs, chairman of 
the Democratic National Committee and a former “intimate” 
of Woodrow Wilson, held at McCombs’s request in early No- 
vember. According to Miinsterberg, McCombs believed that 
the Democratic party had suffered in the previous election 
from the defection of German, Irish, Jewish, and Swedish 
voters. He thought he could use his influence to swing both 
the administration and the public to the German cause if Miin- 
sterberg would exercise his “connections” in raising a certain 
sum of money, “which he supposed correctly would be easily 
at my comand, if the goods to be delivered were desired by 
me.” Münsterberg went on to declare his horror at McComb’s 
corruption, but did not doubt his ability to make good his al- 
leged promises. He was convinced that whatever pro-English 
sentiment existed in the United States had been “purchased” 
in this same way and was therefore unreliable and unrepre- 
sentative. He had been urged by other German-Americans, he 
added, to seize this opportunity, but had turned from tempta- 
tion becausc he believed that truth rather than influence would 
prevail in America. Eliot’s reply was quick and stinging: “I 
must frankly tell you what impression your letter of yesterday 
produced on my mind. It seems to me to be the composition of 
a man who has been overwrought, and who is laboring under 
grave hallucinations. I beg you to consult at once the physician 
in whose judgment you have the greatest confidence.”™ 
There is no record of what McCombs actually said to Mün- 
sterberg, but an approach of some sort certainly was made. It 
is not clear how much Miinsterberg’s imagination added to the 
bare fact of the meeting between himself and McCombs. Ac- 
cording to Ambassador Bernstorff (who heard of the approach 
to Miinsterberg through Bernhard Dernburg in New York), 
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McCombs was a trustworthy man whose sympathetic attitude 
toward Germany derived partly from an interest in the Ger- 
man-American vote and partly from his friendship with Bern- 
storff. But whatever McCombs said or intimated, he could give 
no guarantees of successful influence-wielding. Nevertheless 
the meeting with McCombs enlarged Miinsterberg’s sense of 
self-importance and moral rectitude. He referred to it on sub- 
sequent occasions as evidence of his own incorruptibility. His 
poor judgment in telling the tale to Eliot may be attributed, in 
large part, to the stresses and strains he endured at Harvard 
during the fall months of 1914—pressures that placed him be- 
yond the pale of the community in which he had labored for 
almost half his life." 

When the outbreak of war in Europe wrought deep cleav- 
ages of opinion in the Harvard community, President A. Law- 
rence Lowell took plains to treat Miinsterberg respectfully 
and to make conciliatory gestures.“You are certainly right,” he 
wrote in September 1914, 


in the resolution not to bring the war into the university lecture room, 
and I think you are wise also in declining to speak in public on the sub- 
ject. But I see no reason whatever for keeping away from faculty meet- 
ings, or even for any interruption of social life. We ought all of us to be 
broad-minded enough to realize that the war will provoke differences of 
opinion backed by strong feelings; and all ought to be generous enough 
not to permit those differences to engender bitterness among colleagues, 
or to imperil friendship, 


But within weeks of this gesture Harvard was rocked by scan- 
dal over the threat by Major Clarence Wiener of London, a 
quondam Harvard undergraduate in the class of 1900, to “can- 
cel” a testamentary bequest of ten million dollars to Harvard 
unless “I receive a written assurance from the faculty that the 
German doctor [Miinsterberg] has been removed from your 
list of professors.” Wiener’s original letter of threat was sent to 
the Dean of Harvard College and several newspapers, Later he 
told Lowell that he chose to make his letter public in order to 
alert Americans to the menace of Münsterberg.’ 

Rumors reached both Lowell and Miinsterberg that Wiener 
was “not quite sane,” had “purchased a captaincy in England,” 
was immoral and, most significantly, did not have ten million 
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dollars. In any event, Lowell made no response to Wiener. 
While some of his colleagues appeared to treat the whole af- 
fair as a joke, Miinsterberg for his part took it gravely. On Oc- 
tober 13 he rose in a faculty meeting to announce that he was 
prepared to resign in order to secure the much needed funds 
for the university. He had “hardly any doubt that the Corpora- 
tion will not force me out,” and a “clean conscience . . . that 
I have never violated the spirit of American neutrality.” But 
he attached a condition to his resignation: 


I feel that the sacrifice of my position would be vain and absurd, if from 
the other side nothing but major Wiener’s present vague offer were in 
question. He will give ten million dollars after his death; but Mr. Wiener 
is a young married man and may still change his mind and his last will 
often after the war. Moreover, he may lose or even waste his capital dur- 
ing his lifetime. His disreputable career in Harvard in Dunster Hall and 
his record of scandals afterward do not suggest confidence in this direc- 
tion. If Mr. Wiener is really anxious that I withdraw immediately, he 
also ought to give at least half of the money he offers at once. I under- 
stand that he is now amply able to do so. 


After Miinsterberg’s speech to the faculty, Lowell curtly pro- 
ceeded “without comment . . . to the next order of business.” 
A shorter version of the speech was sent the same day to the 
President and Fellows of Harvard, and this time drew a sharp 
rebuke from Lowell: “Your letter was presented to the Corpo- 
ration this morning, and at their suggestion I now return it to 
you, feeling sure that hereafter you will regret having written 
anything which could be supposed to show a lack of respect 
for the University.”?® 

Miinsterberg, of course, had good reason to believe that 
Wiener was not “amply able” to produce half of his bequest at 
once. A New York Times editorial on October 16 perceptively 
observed that he had cut “the ground out from all other pro- 
tests” against his activities and effectively headed off other 
gathering pressures for his removal from Harvard. Lowell, on 
the other hand, was convinced that Miinsterberg had tried to 
maneuver the administration into making him a martyr to the 
cause of pro-Germanism. He was also quite aware that Wiener 
was “a weakling and had been sent away from College. His 
recent letter . . . shows well his type of mind. Obviously what 
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he is after is notoriety, for the offer of a bribe certainly would 
make it impossible for the University to take steps against Pro- 
fessor Miinsterberg, even if it were otherwise inclined to do 
Soa! 

Thus the Harvard Corporation refused and Münsterberg 
withdrew his resignation. But unhappily for Harvard, there 
were sufficiently ambiguous circumstances in the case to leave 
doubt in some quarters, according to the New York Times, as 
to how Harvard would have reacted under other conditions. 
Lowell himself was quite clear on the underlying issue of aca- 
demic freedom, even though he did not choose to spell it out 
publicly until two years later, after Miinsterberg was dead. 
Nevertheless, he responded privately to frequent complaints 
about Miinsterberg and other German professors at Harvard 
with a form letter explaining that the University could not take 
responsibility for the public words or deeds of its faculty mem- 
bers. 

But certain influential Harvard alumni did not see the fuller 
implications of the Wiener affair as Lowell did. Intensely frus- 
trated by its dénouement, William Roscoe Thayer, a member 
of Harvard’s Board of Overseers, railed against the publicity 
seeking of “the Prussianized renegade Jew” and hoped that 
“his latest piece of effrontery may recoil on him in a way he 
does not expect.” Nation editor Oswald Garrison Villard wrote 
to Thayer that he, too, was “hopeful that Cambridge can be 
made so hot for him that he will be compelled to retire.” 
Thayer promised darkly that although Miinsterberg had “cun- 
ningly increased his hold on his chair here” for the time being, 
it might be possible after the war to “see whether there are not 
some valid reasons—valid legally, I mean—for getting rid of 
linn 

Neither Eliot nor Lowell joined in “the demand for Mün- 
sterberg’s scalp” which was, at Harvard, “the first issue raised 
by the war.” But Miinsterberg met suspicion, hostility, and 
abuse from almost everyone in the community, except for a 
small handful of pro-German faculty colleagues—Hans C. G. 
van Jagemann, John A. Walz, and Kuno Francke—and a few 
close friends. “Even the pigeons that the Professor's daughter 
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customarily fed in the professorial backyard became, in the 
imagination of Cambridge neighbors, carrier pigeons taking 
messages to spies!”!® 


As early as March 1901 Münsterberg was the object of charges 
that he operated as a German secret agent in America. Emil 
Witte, the main author of these accusations, was a press attaché 
in the German embassy in Washington during the Spanish- 
American war. Fired from his job by Ambassador Holleben, he 
believed himself unjustly persecuted, and threatened German 
officials with exposure of their “secret” activities at the time of 
Prince Henry’s visit in 1902. He claimed that Miinsterberg was 
the head of a secret bureau that directed the German press in 
America and frequently supplied material for the use of em- 
bassy officials. This charge was picked up by the English Fort- 
nightly Review and the Boston Herald in February 1915, Ac- 
cording to them, Miinsterberg received $5000 a year for secret 
service rendered to the German government. Münsterberg 
flatly denied the charge and stated, “I have never in my life 
received a single cent from the German government.” A letter 
in the Herald claimed that he participated in “mass meetings 
in which they instruct Americans as to their duty as neutrals.” 
He never supported mass meetings, he replied, never signed 
“any public political utterance, nor have I spoken a single word 
in such political meetings, nor have I participated in any po- 
litical action. Yesterday I wrote the 154th declination to make 
a speech on the war.” Nevertheless his critics persisted in the 
belief that he was deeply involved in “very shocking” activities 
for the German cause.”° 

These and other suspicions took a deeper hold in the summer 
of 1915 when Frederick William Wile, a journalist with whom 
Miinsterberg had tangled during his Berlin year, published a 
sensational exposé, The German-American Plot. Purporting to 
reveal “The Campaign to Capture the Sympathy and Support 
of the United States,” Wile dubbed Miinsterberg the “Profes- 
sor of Kultur” and cited his cultivation of a variety of influen- 
tial Americans as evidence that he was a German agent. Ac- 
cording to Wile, Miinsterberg performed undercover work, 
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serving as the chief propaganda adviser to German government 
agents based in New York. He was held to be a prime mover 
in the launching of The Fatherland and the equally pro-Ger- 
man Vital Issues. Wile claimed that Miinsterberg intimidated 
anti-German news editors and boasted of his “confidential re- 
lations with American politicians.”?! 

Although the case against Miinsterberg was substantially ex- 
aggerated, he was not innocent of the gencral charge of col- 
laboration. In the fall of 1914 he began to take a private hand 
in the formation of pro-German propaganda activity. This se- 
cret enterprise was undertaken neither for personal gain nor at 
the instruction of the German government, but in the belief 
that any publicly organized propaganda work in support of the 
German cause would become a target of hostile criticism. 

Sometime after the war broke out, German embassy officials 
in New York together with interested German-American lead- 
ers and sympathizers began to meet at the Manhattan Hotel 
on Forty-second Street. Miinsterberg attended the first gather- 
ing of this “propaganda cabinet.” Although he was not an offi- 
cial member, preferring “to play a lone hand in purely intel- 
lectual circles,” he came often enough to be known by the 
hotel doorman as “Professor.” The cabinet itself was run by 
Bernhard Dernburg, a banker and German government official, 
and Heinrich Albert, a German lawyer. Within it were two sets 
of propagandists: “a more aggressive group” consisting of 
Viereck, Frederick Schrader, and Alfred Rau; and a group “de- 
fensive [in] character” under the initial leadership of M. B. von 
Claussen, former publicity agent for the Hamburg-Amerika 
Line. Rau acted as treasurer of the first group, which received 
funds from private benefactors and the German government. 
Miinsterberg aided them by raising money from wealthy Ger- 
man-Americans. In a letter to prospective donors stressing the 
need to counteract unfair treatment of Germany’s cause, he 
wrote: 


the time seems to have come in which a reorganization of the whole po- 
litical situation from the inside is possible. We can push the levers which 
reverse the country’s attitude. But .. . this needs two things, secrecy 
and money. The secrecy prevents me from giving the names of those 
who will directly spend the money collected. It is really in the interest 
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of the cause that such names shall not be mentioned and that confidence 
in the honesty of those who collect the fund be requested.22 


To keep the matter private, only a small number of potential 
benefactors were approached. A total of $50,000 was set as the 
goal. Although he encountered some resistance from German- 
Americans who believed that the American press was increas- 
ingly balanced, Miinsterberg succeeded in his money-raising 
effort. Rau warmly commended him for his “splendid work” as 
he forwarded checks from late September through November 
1914. According to Rau, these funds covered part of the pub- 
lication and distribution of free pamphlets to newspapers, 
magazines, and government officials.** 

Miinsterberg’s contact with German agents in New York was 
not limited to fund raising and the planning of pro-German 
propaganda. In December 1914 he wrote to Theodore Roose- 
velt describing a meeting at the Plaza Hotel 


where Dernburg, Albert, Viereck and I had with us fifteen Germans en- 
gaged in writing for German newspapers. We were to talk over in a 
private room the ways in which the American attitude could be presented 
to the German public without waking too much hostility in Germany, as 
we were fully aware that ample quotations from the American press 
would stir up much anti-Americanism. We had arranged the dinner to 
pour oil on the waves. 


Miinsterberg had long considered himself a friendly adviser to 
the German government on American affairs. The war situa- 
tion now sharpened his sense of duty to Germany and made 
more urgent his concern for enhancing the American image 
there. In January 1915 he sent a wireless message to a German 
newspaper reporting a visit to his home in Cambridge by Theo- 
dore Roosevelt: “Expresident Roosevelt guest political dinner 
in Professor Miinsterberg’s house. Leading Harvard Professors 
present. Significant for increasing friendliness.”** 

Partly to promote the German cause and partly to protect his 
own interests at Harvard, Miinsterberg undertook an independ- 
ent fund-raising effort in December 1914 to pay the way of a 
Belgian professor invited to lecture at Harvard. He feared that 
the émigré from Louvain would be nothing “but a source of 
mischief . . . [stirring] up public opinion concerning German 
vandalism . . . [unless] he comes paid by German money.” 
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In addition to his private support of propaganda work, Miin- 
sterberg played a role in the attempts to revitalize the Na- 
tional German-American Alliance as an instrument for coordi- 
nating and expressing German-American sentiment. The idea 
of refurbishing the Alliance by attracting the wealthy, educated 
class of German-Americans apparently came from Harry Ru- 
bens, “the leader of the Germans in Chicago.” Prodded by 
Rubens, Miinsterberg wrote to Alliance president C. J. Hex- 
amer arguing that the present organization of Alliance “mem- 
bership by clubs and societies gives to the individual very little 
consciousness of his duties as a member. Moreover, this very 
system . . . has kept hundreds of thousands away from active 
participation . . . bankers and captains of industry, engineers 
and doctors, teachers and lawyers and what not who simply 
have never been drawn into any public activity for German- 
American interests.” He proposed to Hexamer that about a 
hundred of the leading German-American political, financial, 
and intellectual figures join together in soliciting new members 
among their own class. This effort would be supplemented by 
an advertising campaign seeking “several thousand life mem- 
berships at $50 and many smaller direct contributions.” His 
hope was that the new money and influence would enable the 
Alliance to be a force “in Washington politics in the interest of 
a really neutral policy.” The plan never materialized on the 
grand scale that Münsterberg envisioned, for many nationally 
prominent German-Americans resisted public association with 
the Alliance.?¢ 

In addition to advising German and German-American lead- 
ers, Münsterberg continued to play a familiar role as a self- 
appointed liaison between the German-American community 
and the national government. On August 5, 1914, he wrote to 
Wilson describing the “rapidly growing indignation of the 
German-Americans over the anti-German partiality in the 
whole country” and warning him “not to underestimate the 
strength of [the] pro-German feeling.” Yet he offered his as- 
surance to Wilson “that I use my little influence to the utmost 
not only to stop absurdities but to relieve the tension.” Three 
months latcr he advised Wilson that “thousands” of German 
sympathizers “have turned to me .. . to organize mEnE. 
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spread dissatisfaction” with the administration’s lack of neu- 
trality.?” 

Wilson replied that he was doing his utmost to keep the 
country neutral and “I would consider it a favor if you would 
point out to me what are considered the unneutral acts of 
which this Administration is thought to have been guilty.” 
Münsterberg fired off a telegram to Viereck in New York: 
“Friend has asked me confidentially to write to him in respect 
the Germans feel that Administration is not really neutral in its 
decisions and attitude. Will you kindly help me by letter fur- 
nishing details on this point and anything else which I might 
include in my letter to my friend.” Replying to Wilson a few 
days later, Münsterberg professed to give a résumé of the 
views of American citizens. His letter recited a litany of fa- 
miliar complaints, the substance of which was that the Ameri- 
can government repeatedly knuckled under to British bully- 
ime, 

Whatever Wilson’s motive in making the initial inquiry, 
Miinsterberg failed to win the President’s confidence. Within 
a week the Boston Herald and Transcript printed a rumor—of 
which Miinsterberg is the likeliest source—that Wilson had 
asked for Miinsterberg’s advice on how to retain the support of 
German-Americans. The rumor was damaging both to the ad- 
ministration and to Miinsterberg’s hope of acting as a govern- 
ment consultant. Nevertheless he continued to give unsolicited 
advice to Wilson on subjects including German-American 
opinion, English intrigue in the United States, and the inno- 
cent intentions of the German government. On the latter point 
he assured the President: 


If there is anyone living in the United States who knows the German 
political activities behind the scenes, it is I. I have been on intimate 
terms with the German government through all the changing generations 
in the Foreign Office . . . [and] with the different Ambassadors and 
their staffs. I have planned their campaigns to win the friendship of 
America for Germany, just as I have helped men like David J. Hill in 
Berlin to win the Germans for America. I also did much secret work for 
Germany in the sense that I wrote the speeches which Holleben or 
Sternburg made . . . it would be entirely improbable . . . that secrct 
plans of spylike character should have been carried out in America with- 
out my being involved or at least hearing about it. 
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But Miinsterberg was not, in fact, privy to the “secret plans of 
spylike character” carried out by German agents in the United 
States. The effort to convince Wilson of his influence was be- 
trayed, at the very least, by this naive assertion.” 

In the early months of the war Münsterberg got on far bet- 
ter with Theodore Roosevelt, who was inclined to think it 
“possible” that both sides were morally right in their war posi- 
tions. Roosevelt's chief interest was not in assigning guilt to 
one or another of the combatants but in discrediting “the pres- 
ent Administration and its pacifist supporters.” Even after he 
perceived German guilt in the invasion of Belgium, Roosevelt 
willingly conceded that ninety percent of the German people 
“acted primarily from an honorable fear . . . that German civi- 
lization would be wiped out if they did not strike their foes.” 
Although disagreements over Belgium and the character of 
German leaders stood between them, Roosevelt and Miinster- 
berg shared the belief “that the smashing of Germany would 
be a great calamity, and would result in the entire western 
world being speedily forced into a contest against Russia.” 

What appealed to Münsterberg (and to other German sym- 
pathizers) about Roosevelt was that he seemed not to favor 
one side over the other and that he was willing to listen to 
pro-German arguments. On November 11, he invited Mün- 
sterberg to visit him at Oyster Bay and to bring Edmund von 
Mach, “who has also written a first-class book [What Germany 
Wants] on behalf of Germany.” Roosevelt’s nationalism was as 
passionate as Miunsterberg’s. He never concealed his disgust 
for “hyphenated” Americans. But when Münsterberg wrote of 
his deteriorating personal relations in Cambridge, Roosevelt 
expressed a genuine solicitude: “I am really distressed at what 
you tell me . . . I am absolutely at a loss to understand any 
American feeling hostile to a German.”*° 

Miinsterberg’s second war book, The Peace and America, ap- 
peared in April 1915. His earlier work had dealt primarily with 
the underlying causes of the war; the new volume concerned 
itself with the question of how the war might end. Once again 
Münsterberg uses the personal essay form and claims to record 
issues and events objectively as a man skilled in detecting the 
unintentional distortions of others. Only “calm judgment and 
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sober will” can show the way to peace, he warns his readers.* 

The themes of his earlier book are reiterated and developed 
in greater detail. In a conflict of national ideals, no partisan 
can be morally faulted—except that German ideals are more 
noble than others, and England does not know where her true 
interests lie. On the critical issue of the invasion of Belgium, 
Münsterberg examines “all the technical arguments.” No “bind- 
ing” treaty between Germany and Belgium existed, and even 
if it did Belgium herself abrogated it when she “swallowed the 
gigantic Congo State and was thus transformed [from a small 
state with meager resources] into a rich world power.” Besides, 
the Belgian government schemed with England and France 
“for the coming of the European war... I have tried my 
life long to remain intellectually honest, even where my sym- 
pathies interfered,” he assures his readers. “I should not hesi- 
tate to confess it, if I thought that Germany was in the 
TOM. <= 

All of the rhetorical devices at Miinsterbcrg’s command were 
brought to bear in his presentation of the English “case”: the 
patronizing “understanding” of “mixed motives” on the part of 
Allied leaders; the disingenuous confession of an “instinctive 
admiration” for English willfulness and sympathy for those 
clear-headed Englishmen who recognize the truth about their 
venal government. Proof of the superiority of Germany’s ideals 
lies in the fact that her enemies were led into war by ruling 
cliques. Germany, in contrast, achieved a “new rededication” 
in the war, a “oneness of mind” that is symbolized in the ex- 
traordinary person of the Kaiser. For Münsterberg the Kaiser 
is a paragon, a man of cultivation and simplicity cndowed with 
humor, charm, “real insight,” and “true scholarly knowledge.” 
Possessing an ideal family life, this “genial human being” stands 
as a “sacred symbol” of German moral dedication; he is a 
“mighty soul” who is forced to speak through battles although 
his true end is peace. Insofar as militarism and German Kultur 
aim to develop the “national soul,” they stand opposed to the 
acquisition of non-German subjects or territory.** 

The Allied powers hold a monopoly on malevolent aggres- 
sion; Germany is the exclusive repository of idealism and no- 
bility. But in fact America is the main subject of the book. 
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Miinsterberg’s impatience had grown along with his belief that 
all hope of peace rested with America. True, he accuses Amer- 
icans of hypocrisy, prejudice, “arbitrary egotism,” rushing “into 
the wildest accusation[s] of . . . turpitude,” betraying their 
moral mission, and playing the judge. But it is “the historic 
duty” of America “to become the only truly neutral arbiter and 
helper” in the current world crisis, to harmonize the national 
ideals of the belligerents. Eschewing the idea of a suprana- 
tional league, Miinsterberg sees the best prospect for Europe 
in the free cooperation of sovereign nations—a family of vig- 
orous siblings free of the constraining influence of paternal au- 
thority. Germany, of course, will lead the way by focusing her 
energies on her “inner development.” Throughout the book, he 
holds up his own role as a nonpartisan “witness for the truth” 
as the only proper one for the American government and its 
people. He hopes that Americans will change their erroneous 
views, and he claims to detect signs that although “the so- 
called society layer of the nation will be the last which will 
give attention to impartial evidence, the great thinking middle- 
class” will not be fooled for long.” 

This shift of admiration from the Anglo-American elite to 
the “thinking middle-class” prepares the way for Miinsterberg’s 
eulogy of German-Americans. Deploring the “unspeakable 
moral misery of the twenty million [sic] German-Americans,” 
he identifies himself with their trial: “to fight with words and 
to stand courageously for one’s conviction when it means to be 
despised by one’s fellow-workers and to be intrigued against 
and to lose the social position for wife and children which has 
been slowly gained through a lifework and to be deprived of 
all the little success which has been won in faithful service— 
that demands more courage than the battle-line.” In the past, 
he claims, German-Americans were exemplars of the American 
ideal of cultural pluralism, Through them German culture “has 
given many of the best impulses to American life through half 
a century.” Germany itself has “ceaselessly aimed toward cor- 
dial friendship with America”: yet “we who have devoted every 
heartbeat of our energy to this friendship from land to land” 
are rewarded with ingratitude. Despite his evident bitterness, 
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it is not Miinsterberg’s style to dwell on rejection and defeat. 
He advises German-Americans “to advance their cultural mis- 
sion” by a new political unity based not on a policy of counter- 
accusation and revenge but on the determination to under- 
stand and forgive the “pitifully perverted” course of American 
opinion.*° 

Anti-German critics rushed into print to attack the book as 
“misinformed,” “prejudiced,” and “against America’s best in- 
terests,” although some of his sharpest detractors charitably 
allowed Miinsterberg his “sincerity.” Without doubt, Miinster- 
berg hoped to reconcile partisan positions. But his own ag- 
gressive defensiveness, and his need to exalt his German attach- 
ments (the book was dedicated “to my brothers”), worked 
against his goals. One reviewer noted that it was a “curious” 
thing to behold a professional psychologist employing argu- 
ments fated to affect the reader in a way opposite to his inten- 
tions.’® 

During the first winter of the war it seemed possible that 
pro-Allied and pro-German “neutralists” might be brought to- 
gether to formulate useful peace proposals. A Chicago lawyer, 
Salmon O. Levinson, wrote to Charles W. Eliot suggesting the 
formation of a Committee of Ten. At first Eliot was cool to the 
idea, believing that no headway could be made until there 
was a “restoration to reason and sanity of the German leading 
class.” He required “evidence of a change of heart in respect 
to their national ambitions, the sanctity of contracts, and the 
wrongfulness of making war except by public forces.” But 
Levinson persisted, arguing that a recent interview with Dern- 
burg in New York indicated that the Germans were indeed 
prepared to shift their position. A committee was set up to in- 
clude Eliot, Andrew D. White, Cardinal Gibbons, Charle- 
magne Tower, David J. Hill, James J. Hill, Justice Edward D. 
White, and others. Eliot sent a letter to the New York Times 
laying down essential areas of agreement for peace negotia- 
tions. He advised Levinson against consulting Münsterberg 
or Dernburg, “for no confidence is to be placed in either of 
them.”37 

But Levinson had already asked Miinsterberg to formulate 
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what he took to be the German position on specific issues. 
Münsterberg was unable to secure a place on the committee 
for any “German sympathizers like . . . [Charles] Nagel or 
[John W.] Burgess”; Eliot had even vetoed David Starr Jordan 
because of his “extreme pacifist opinions” and was certainly 
not prepared to work with German sympathizers. In a letter 
to Woodrow Wilson, Miinsterberg described his effort to re- 
duce Eliot’s “preposterous” beginnings to a “reasonable” pro- 
gram that represented a “minimum which might be gained 
for all nations.” This included (1) no territorial changes in 
Europe; (2) indemnity to Belgium from all three belligerents; 
and (3) neutralization of the open seas—without opening the 
Dardanelles or the Kiel canal. Sensing how far this was from 
Eliot’s formulation—which, for one thing, demanded repara- 
tions for Belgium from Germany alone—Miinsterberg scorned 
the Committee of Ten as a group of “self-appointed dilet- 
tantes” and, playing to Wilson’s vanity, denigrated their efforts 
as “private men .. . [to] reach for a goal which would ap- 
pear to the world as naturally yours.”** 

Nevertheless Levinson hoped that the German government 
would receive Eliot’s proposals generously, for Dernburg ap- 
parently promised to prepare the way. But all parties sus- 
pended their efforts when in May 1915 a German submarine 
sank the British steamer Lusitania causing a loss of 1,198 lives, 
including 124 Americans. Eliot reaffirmed his belief that a 
military victory of the Allies must precede peace negotiations. 
Much chastened by the whole experience, Miinsterberg refused 
to attend a planning session in June 1915 of the group that was 
to become the hard-nosed League to Enforce Peace, even 
though he was urged to do so by the Executive Secretary of 
the German University League in order to keep it from fall- 
ing into the hands of anti-German “jingoes.” By this time he 
knew that it was precisely his German interests that rendered 
useless any genuine effort to meet with pro-Allied partisans.°" 

The energy and concern that Miinsterberg focused on the 
war put him under considerable strain, He jumped into the 
propaganda battle on behalf of the German cause, only to find 
himself rejected and abused in a number of roles central to his 
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prewar life. In the early months of 1915 it came as a particu- 
larly stinging blow when the efforts of leading German-Ameri- 
cans to take a united stand on an important political issue were 
“sabotaged” by his close friend and Harvard colleague Kuno 
Francke. 

Francke, Professor of Germanic Languages and a distin- 
guished historian, had come to Harvard several years before 
Münsterberg. Despite minor professional disagreements 
through the years (over such matters as the introduction of 
the Privatdocent system at Harvard and the Exchange Profes- 
sorships ), and a certain amount of jealousy on Miinsterberg’s 
part, the two men had much in common and were together the 
leading representatives of German culture in the United States. 
There were differences of style and temperament between 
them—differences that Miinsterberg’s daughter alluded to in a 
perhaps wistful reference to the Franckes as a “very American 
family.”*? 

But when the war broke out in Europe, they shared in a dif- 
ficult situation that seemed, said Münsterberg, to bring them 
“truly close” together. Responding to that situation, Münster- 
berg gave high priority to activities aimed at restraining Amer- 
ican involvement. Francke, on the other hand, though he did 
his part in publicly defending Germany, was torn by doubts 
about the compatibility of political activism and “my duties as 
an American citizen and as a Harvard teacher.” In a letter to 
the New York Times in February 1915, he publicly repudiated 
a conference of German-American leaders who were meeting 
in Washington, D.C., to develop a political program featuring 
support for an arms embargo. In making his point that German- 
Americans ought not to form a political bloc, Francke also de- 
nied that there was any widespread discrimination against 
German-American citizens.*! 

Münsterberg vigorously disagreed on both points. He knew, 
for example, that while Harvard was “officially neutral” it was 
certainly “as a social organization... anti-German,” and 
often crudely so. On the larger issue of German-American sep- 
aratism, Münsterberg reminded his fricnd that for twenty years 
he had opposed any “political split of the Deutschtum in this 
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country ... [or any] union with the Irish.” He had always 
argued “that the Germans should merge politically with the 
Anglo-Saxon majority.” But now he believed that 


our formula has been tried long enough and has proven itself ineffective 
for the situation of the whole country. As much as I regret it, I must ad- 
mit that those people have a sound basis, who now wish to try the op- 
posite formula for once and make the Deutschtum as such, by means of 
a political alliance with the Irish and the Swedes and the not at all weak 
anti-English element of other origin, into a fighting power in the coun- 
try.42 


What angered Münsterberg most was that Francke had pub- 
lished his dissent “in the most vulgar anti-German yellow-press 
paper in order to be the first to denounce the union of leading 
German allies as a crime against the Amerikanertum. The glee 
which your letter excited among the worst enemies of Ger- 
many can teach you best what monstrous harm you have done.” 
The effect of Francke’s statement was to stir animosity among 
Germans toward the “Boston clique,” to encourage them to 
draw even further apart from other Americans, and to gratify 
their enemies. Since it was he who had suggested that Francke 
be included among the conferees in the first place, Miinster- 
berg charged Francke with a betrayal of personal confidence." 

For his part, Francke held to his conviction that a political 
organization of German-Americans not only would be “harm- 
ful and unnecessary from an American point of view but make 
trouble for Germany herself.” He believed himself to be “a 
good German” and one deeply concerned about Germany’s 
well-being. For this reason alone he ventured to express his 
disagreement with German-American leaders: “My only com- 
fort is that it is me who suffers, not the German cause.”! 

Francke’s dissent, couched in pragmatic and moral terms, 
called many of Miinsterberg’s efforts into question. Münster- 
berg had believed that they shared in a spiritual dual citizen- 
ship. He refused to ally himself wholeheartedly with the Ger- 
man agents in New York—he advised and assisted them but 
would not participate fully in their inner councils. Yet unlike 
Francke he remained a Germain citizen and was not willing 
to admit a conflict or make a choice between his American and 
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his German obligations. Instead he clung to his belief in a dual 
allegiance, and condemned Francke for seeking “the applause 
of the anti-German papers and to swim in the social stream.” 
Francke’s position offered a rallying ground for disparate Ger- 
man-American elements, one that eschewed the activism of 
the Alliance (and other pressure groups) and yet supported the 
German cause. But Münsterberg claimed that Francke had 
ruined himself among the Germans. In fact, the quarrel consid- 
erably shook Miinsterberg’s own self-confidence.*® 


The sinking of the Lusitania in May 1915 dramatically brought 
to a close the initial period of Miinsterberg’s political activity. 
At this point his loss of confidence, resulting from the ambi- 
guity of his position and his sensitivity to the hostile climate 
around him, led to a temporary withdrawal into silence. But 
silence could not ensure a safe retreat. Three days after the 
Lusitania catastrophe Professor Josiah Royce, a longtime friend 
and colleague, packed up and returned a few books which 
Miinsterberg had lent him during a period of illness. With 
them went a covering letter which remarked that “at a time 
like the present, it would be deeply unworthy of my debt of 
gratitude to the kindness you showed me in my time of illness 

. if I kept longer these documents of your friendship.” In 
closing, he offered the stingingly sarcastic “hope for the health 
of your family, for your prosperity, and for that of all who are 
dear to you who travel by land or by sea.”?* 

Miinsterberg was deeply hurt by Royce’s words: “I think 
nothing in recent months has reminded me of [the] deep 
change in the world more than your kind letter of yesterday 
in which you began with an address [My dear Professor Miin- 
sterberg] which I had not heard from you through two decades 
of friendship and in which you close with a reminder of the 
danger of travel by sea.” Royce defended his actions on the 
ground that he could no longer respect his correspondents 
defense of a country capable of such “a wanton and willful as- 
sault upon all that humanity rightly holds dearest.” Münster- 
berg had not said a word in public about the tragedy, and was 
indignant that Royce should assume he would defend such an 
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act. “I have never done anything but work for fair play. I have 
never abused or vilified the opponents of Germany,” he wrote. 
His public position on the war had been to explicate German 
intentions, not to defend them or to place blame elsewhere. 
Now, suddenly, Royce was behaving “as if your home would be 
desecrated if you were to keep the books of one who sympa- 
thizes with murderers.” He tried to convince Royce that “ex- 
actly those feelings against wanton violation of the laws of 
humanity which today fill every American’s thought of Ger- 
many have since about Christmastime filled every German’s 
thought of America” because of America’s munitions shipments 
to the Allies.*7 

Miinsterberg concluded that the most significant difference 
between Royce and himself was neither ideological nor moral, 
but the fact that he was a “foreigner.” In America “the sym- 
pathy with the foreigner is so superficial that not only grave 
tension like the present but even the slightest tension is suf- 
ficient to make everything forgotten which the foreigner may 
have done for the country in which he lives.” The charge was 
unfair to Royce, who had long been a devoted and admiring 
student of German literature and philosophy and a sympa- 
thetic friend to Miinsterberg. Both men were capable of pas- 
sionate outbursts and both were deeply depressed by the Lusi- 
tania incident. Royce had been working for five years on his 
theory of world community. If the Lusitania incident appearcd 
to him as a crime against mankind, so Miinsterberg’s defense 
of war as an instrument of national expression must have 
seemed to support it.*8 

He had deliberately chosen a course of silence, Münsterberg 
told Royce, because 


it would [not] have been tasteful or tactful if I had rushed into print 
with interviews about the sad occurrence. Everyone would have indig- 
nantly said this is not the time in which the Germans ought to talk much. 
Moreover, it is clear that I could not have spoken about my deep regret 
for the German action without coupling with it references to that in- 
dignation of the Germans with the American violation of humanity in 
the past months. And if I had done so the readers would have given 
more attention to my criticisms of American action than to my accusa- 
tion of German deeds. In short, even with the best intention my words 
would have brought more irritation than healing influence. I considered 
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it carefully and became fully convinced that the only tactful and digni- 
fied way for me . . . was to keep silent . . . trusting that my friends 
. would understand my silence. 


In the end, Royce came to regret the “misunderstanding” be- 
tween them and the flow of tragic events which clouded the 
friendship of so many years standing: “you are not merely ‘a 
lonely man in a hostile land’ so long as you need or desire any 
friendly service which I can do for you,” he assured Miinster- 
berg. His correspondent, however, was less forgiving: 


in these last few days ever so many members of the community have felt 

. that my life here has really turned into a tragedy, and I was deeply 
touched by many proofs of sympathy. There have never been such beau- 
tiful flowers sent to our house as in this last week from Anglo-Americans, 
and some of the finest women came to my wife and everyone tried to 
show that there is a point where politics ends and human understanding 
begins. Most others, of course, kept silent. You were the only one who 
went out of his way to use this particular moment for a most surprising 
act of unfriendliness.49 


During the summer of 1915 Miinsterberg went into relative 
seclusion at his summer home in Clifton, Massachusetts, seek- 
ing a needed rest from “the great arguing, fighting, maligning 
world.” Since the beginning of the war he had written only 
two short nonpolitical essays; his last professional publication 
had appeared in August 1914. In the course of this summer he 
revived his interest in popular psychology again, writing four 
articles and laying the groundwork for an ingenious study of 
the psychological aspects of motion pictures (which appeared 
in April 1916 as The Photoplay). He spent much of his time in 
the welcome anonymity of local movie theaters and indulging 
his amateur interest in photography. Later he told Lowell that 
one of the motives behind his film studies was that “my name 
was so much connected with the war noise . . . I wanted to 
break that association by a new connection with a popular in- 
terest. It seemed to me that this was desirable from the Har- 
vard standpoint.”°° 

But the book served deeper and more private purposes as 
well. Münsterberg defined art as the showing of things and 
events in perfect isolation, “freed from all connections which 
lead beyond their own limits.” In contrast to the scientist and 
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scholar, who pursue the connections and relations of given 
facts, the artist creates objects that are “delivered from these 
ties.” Harmony, unity, satisfaction: these are the values that 
distinguish the aesthetic realm from the experience of worldly 
life. Miinsterberg’s technical analysis of the photoplay empha- 
sizes the creative power of the self or mind. The salient mecha- 
nisms of this new art form, he argues, are akin to “the forms of 
the inner world, namely, attention, memory, imagination, and 
emotion”: “The massive outer world has lost its weight, it has 
been freed from space, time, and causality, and it has been 
clothed in the forms of our own consciousness. The mind has 
triumphed over matter and the pictures roll on with the ease of 
musical tones. It is a superb enjoyment which no other art can 
furnish us.” From the contemplation of motion pictures he 
draws a heightened “feeling of vitality” and emotional restora- 
tion. The great maligning world is not so much abandoned as 
“overcome” by a sense of self-sufficiency.” 

By the end of the summer of 1915 Miinsterberg had become 
a contributing editor to Paramount Pictograph magazine, 
edited the fourth volume of research reports from the Harvard 
Psychological Laboratory, and written a high school text on 
business psychology. In the ensuing year, he began to give 
popular nonpolitical lectures once again. But the public debate 
over the war continued, and he was far too emotionally in- 
volved to stay out of it. He published three articles that placed 
him at the very center of controversy. 

The first of these, “The Impeachment of the German-Ameri- 
cans, appeared on the front page of the New York Times 
magazine section on September 19, 1915. It begins with the 
assertion, “This is not written in my own defense.” To support 
his claim, Miinsterberg recounts the personal sacrifices he made 
to live in America as a cultural ambassador. He “never . 
participated in a political action of the German-Americans.” It 
is precisely “because I stand entirely outside of German-Ameri- 
can politics” that he now feels able to “testify on the witness 
stand in the solemn trial which the whole nation has opened 

- against those millions of American citizens who empha- 
size their German descent.” 

The first charge against them—that they too zealously pro- 
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test against anti-German agitation—he dismisses as hardly se- 
rious. The second charge—that they seek to influence American 
politics by forming an alien party—he sidesteps with the ob- 
servation that “men who were born on German soil” are them- 
selves alarmed and reject the idea as a “crime against the spirit 
of true Americanism.” Then, after denouncing the distortions 
of German culture by such men as Oswald Garrison Villard, 
Miinsterberg develops his central theme. Far from wishing to 
inject “German principles of arbitrary government” into Amer- 
ican life, German-Americans labor under a moral obligation to 
introduce their special virtues of self-discipline and thorough- 
ness. For the real enemy of America is her “spirit of careless- 
ness and recklessness.” Neither personal profit nor foreign al- 
legiance lies behind the mission of German-Americans. They 
are “thoroughly American” in wanting to “contribute . . 
[their] racial ideals to the inner life of the American nation.” 
Münsterberg advocated an ethnic pluralism that would con- 
serve those “singularly German” virtues which he believed 
were his own.°? 

The article raised a storm of controversy. New York Staats- 
zeitung editor Bernard Ridder called it “superb,” and the edi- 
tors of the Literary Digest printed a supportive interpretation 
of Miinsterberg’s main point. The New York Times also agreed 
with the thesis, but argued that not all German-Americans 
were concerned with rendering a cultural service to America. 
On the contrary, many were involved in destructive and di- 
visive activities, and resentment against these “hyphens” was 
amply justified. A week after the article appeared, Professor 
Albert Bushnell Hart of Harvard published a blistering rebut- 
tal. He charged Miinsterberg with expounding a racial theory 
capable of “immense harm” and accused him of saying that 
German-Americans had come to America for the purpose of 
“raising” it (“for the sake of spreading Germanism . . . [rather 
than] to become American citizens”), He thought that Miin- 
sterberg’s repeated interference in American public affairs was 
reprehensible and untoward.” 

The article represented a significant shift in emphasis for its 
author. It defended Germany, but it glossed over the interna- 
tional crisis and, despite disclaimers, revealed a close identifi- 
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cation with the plight of German-Amcricans. Before the war 
Miinsterberg had scarcely ever found cause to extol their vir- 
tues; on the contrary, he had criticized them as inferior repre- 
sentatives of German culture. In July 1916 the young minister 
Reinhold Niebuhr published an indictment of German-Ameri- 
cans (written before the war) for their failure to live up either 
to the virtues of their race or to American ideals—an indictment 
Miinsterberg privately supported. In contrast to the Germans 
in Germany, Niebuhr wrote, the German immigrants to Amer- 
ica were largely ignorant peasants who perpetuated customs 
and attitudes long since discarded in Germany. They were 
stolid, self-seeking, conservative, and unenlightened, without 
a trace of progressive concern for the social, political, and re- 
ligious issues of American life. Their indifference to all but eco- 
nomic well-being contrasted sharply with Germany’s leader- 
ship in the development of liberal Christianity and social 
reform. The significant “failure” of German-Americans was that 
they “had given the American people an inadequate interpre- 
tation of the genius and the character of the German people,” 
and thus contributed to the negative American attitude to- 
ward Germany. 

When Niebuhr asked Miinsterberg’s opinion of the article he 
questioned only the timeliness of the indictment. But Niebuhr 
believed that it was worth the risk of stirring up anti-German- 
ism to force certain harsh truths upon those German-Americans 
who sinned even as they were sinned against. He was particu- 
larly irritated by their tendency to belittle “every American 
virtue and magnify every American evil.” Though their sym- 
pathy for Germany was natural, they allowed themselves to 
fall into the hands of professional propagandists who abused the 
American government in the name of the average German- 
American and thus crystallized a social and political group 
“both in its own eyes and in the eyes of the nation.” Niebuhr 
apparently was not aware that Miimsterberg’s own efforts 
tended that same way.** 

Miinsterberg’s second controversial article appeared in The 
Fatherland late in December 1915. In it he addressed himself 
to the political choices facing German-Americans in the coming 
election year. While it does not disparage Wilson, the article is 
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close to a brief for Theodore Roosevelt, suggesting that Ger- 
man-Americans forget his anti-German lapses and realize that 
his personality “makes him a pro-German in all that is best in 
him, and only his temper and his perpetual desire to be with 
the masses made him a pro-Ally.” 

Miinsterberg’s idea that German-Americans might put Roose- 
velt back in the White House was treated as a joke by several 
American news editors. But German-American leaders were not 
amused. Resentful of their complaints, Münsterberg indignantly 
asked one critic if it was “really wise for those few Germans 
whose utterances are noticed throughout the land to criticize 
one another in insulting language?” He explained that his arti- 
cle was written to show Wilson that it was not impossible for 
German-Americans to rally behind Roosevelt. As a direct con- 
sequence, “a great speech which the President had planned and 
which was to be still sharper against the German-Americans 
than any of his preceding attacks was simply thrown in the 
wastebasket.” His correspondent stubbornly maintained that 
Münsterberg had damaged the pro-German cause: “We have 
suffered tremendously in this country because we have given 
ground by our poor tactics for a large portion of the American 
people to believe that we were far more concerned with Ger- 
many’s interests than our own.” 

Ambassador Johann von Bernstorff, whose concern for Ger- 
many’s interest was primary and who always treated Münster- 
berg with wary respect, took an unusually critical line with 
him now. The last thing the German cause needed, he wrote, 
was a display of political activism among German-Americans. 
It merely aroused hostility and might even weaken Wilson’s 
hand with Congress. Besides, he added with barely restrained 
anger, “whoever, like myself, will bear the huge responsibility 
before history should the United States enter the war against 
us, has an unconditional right to control all the levers [of politi- 
callaction|, e. 

Theodore Roosevelt was “dumbfounded” by the article in 
The Fatherland. He frankly advised Miinsterberg that their 
views were “as far apart as the poles.” He would continue to 
“set my face like flint against all hyphenated Americanism,” and 
was pointedly critical of German-American opposition to pre- 
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paredness. But he also boasted that “I have preached to my 
people the adoption of German methods and ideals to a far 
greater extent than I have preached to them the adoption of 
English methods and ideals.” Miinsterberg reiterated his sup- 
port, but told Roosevelt that he “must carefully avoid any ap- 
pearance of mixing into active politics. I have to keep the con- 
fidence of those who are lined up against you.”®° 

By the time Minsterberg’s third political article appeared in 
July 1916, his position among pro-German partisans was am- 
biguous. From the fall of 1915 a certain formality and stiffness 
characterized his relations with German officials in New York. 
In October 1915 he was approached by Karl Fuehr to oversee 
the translation into English of Deutschland und der Weltkrieg, 
a pro-German tract. Miinsterberg estimated the cost of transla- 
tion at $4000 and planned to farm out the work to others, but 
suggested to Fuehr that some of the money be raised from 
German-American sources. He was having trouble securing 
translators because “at present no one wants to risk being ex- 
posed in the newspapers as the recipient of German propaganda 
funds.” Implying criticism of Fuehr and Albert, he suggested 
that the larger his own hand in the project the likelier its suc- 
cess; in locating a publisher, for example, “the negotiations . . 
would probably have gone more smoothly if someone perma- 
nently on the ground like myself had undertaken them.” 

But Münsterberg had little luck raising funds on his own, and 
Fuehr, finding that he could have the translation done more 
cheaply elsewhere, reneged on the arrangements. In June 1916 
Miinsterberg received a more direct rebuke from Fuehr’s su- 
perior, Heinrich Albert. He had been avoiding Albert for some 
time and questioned his judgment on specific German-Ameri- 
can affairs. After a meeting with Münsterberg, Albert wrote: 


I was very happy to have met you once again after a long time. An oc- 
casional discussion seems so much the more desirable, as such false con- 
ceptions easily gain footing on the side. I have heard subsequently among 
other things, that you have hesitated to discuss the milk-provision ques- 
tion [a campaign to raise funds for the shipment of milk to German 
mothers and babies] in my presence. I really should cherish hopes that 
my absolute objectivity and practicality are beyond doubt, and that there- 
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fore the pros and cons of every affair can be discussed with me purely 
impartially. 


Whether from jealousy or prudence, Münsterberg was con- 
cerned about the involvement of official German agents in 
German-American activities, and the distrust was mutual, Nev- 
ertheless, he continued to make monthly trips to New York 
through 1916.57 


When Münsterberg published “The Allies of the Future” in the 
summer of 1916, he had come to the end of more than a year 
of intermittent public controversy and personal anguish. Hos- 
tility toward him, particularly in Cambridge and Boston, had 
deepened and spread since the early months of 1915. Late in 
December 1915 there was a substantial government crackdown 
on German agents. Officials of the Hamburg-Amerika Line were 
convicted of using false manifests, the German military and 
naval attachés were recalled at the insistence of the U.S. gov- 
ernment, and eighty-nine agents were arrested for inciting 
strikes. Six weeks later Münsterberg complained, “About one 
fourth of my Harvard colleagues no longer bow to me on the 
street. About one half bows, but everyone does it with a face 
either frozen or filled with disgust distinctly mixed with a fear 
that someone might see him in the reprehensible act of recog- 
nizing me . . . among my colleagues surely three-fourths do 
their best to force me out of the University.” Members of the 
Harvard Corporation, he claimed, were so convinced of the in- 
sincerity of his resignation in the Wiener affair that he darcd 
not offer to resign again. But there was more than sclf-pity on 
his mind. In April he inquired into State Department plans for 
the incarceration of “all Germans living here” in the evcnt of 
war: “Are thcre not certain rcasons suggesting that such a 
wholesale rule would be inappropriate in my casc? I feel that 
I have earned the right to consider myself an invited guest in 
America . . . [who came for] the upbuilding of scientific psy- 
chology . . . [Having sacrificed preference to duty, he was not 
in the same category as] all those who came herc to seck their 
fortunes.” He had retained his German citizenship for several 
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reasons: “my mere desire to help here in a piece of academic 
work could not be a sufficient reason for a moral man to change 
his nationality”; “the effect of my American books in Europe 
would have been greatly diminished if I had simply become an 
American”; “I could serve the Americans much better if I re- 
mained a German citizen. Am I now to be punished for all this 
by being treated like an intruder from the enemy's camp?” 
Finally, he offered his word that if he were allowed to remain in 
his home he would limit his excursions to a “certain radius” and 
pledge himself not to “communicate with Germany.’** 

Written at the nadir of his despair, this letter marked a turn- 
ing point for Münsterberg: the assertion of an instinct for sur- 
vival that would soon lead numbers of German-Americans to 
repair their bridges to the larger society. His every effort to 
reformulate a pro-German position acceptable to the American 
public had created opposition. “The Allies of the Future,” an 
antiwar “meditation” appearing on the front page of the New 
York Times magazine section in July 1916, was a major attempt 
on his part to convert defeat into victory. Two years of war had 
left a legacy of unrestrained hatred; mere blunders had been 
“denounced as moral wrongs . . . every unintentional homi- 
cide was branded a murder and every munitions sale was 
abused as hypocrisy and violation of neutrality.” Mistakes were 
made on all sides, he admits. He praises the compensating vir- 
tues of each belligerent. “Those who really know are sure that 
the strongest mental effect of these two years of war is a new 
mutual respect of the belligerent nations for one another,” a 
respect that indicates that the present hatred cannot last. “How- 
ever much the press, the priests, and, alas! the professors have 
sinned [in whipping up moral indignation] in all three lands,” 
Miinsterberg argues, growing mutual respect will provide a 
basis for peace. Inevitably, the “three Teutonic master nations” 
(England, Germany, and the United States) will form a new 
alliance, committing their national powers to its enforcement. 
Germany, he asserts, is ready to “initiate the coming age” by 
sacrificing some of her military gains in the war. She has 
achieved her purpose in breaking the “encircling ring of jeal- 
ousy” and is prepared to negotiate a reasonable exchange of 
colonies. “The Allies of to-day,” already restive with one an- 
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other, must surely see that Germany and not Russia belongs 
among the “family” of the physically and morally strongest 
nations, The article concludes with vigorous praise for Wilson, 
through whom the “aesthetic ideals of harmony, of unity, of 
beauty, of perfection, have for the first time in history radiated 
from the White House.” 

A letter to the New York Times lauded Miinsterberg’s essay 
as “intelligent,” in marked contrast to the shrill and futile prop- 
aganda of the New York German group. But the Times also 
quoted an editorial from the London Chronicle, which argued 
that Miinsterberg’s soft line was merely an attempt to cushion 
Germany’s imminent fall. Bristling at his interpretation, the 
New York propagandists were furious with Münsterberg. Vier- 
eck disingenuously told him that it was a “most remarkable 
and important document” but that the “German-Americans are 
not ready for it.” Karl Fuehr was more direct: “I can say con- 
fidentially and privately that . . . in my circles there was quite 
divided opinion over it; it is just always feared that statements 
of that sort should be interpreted as a mark of slackening .. . 
You will not be surprised when I inform you that I am now 
occupied with the publication of an English edition of the ex- 
tremely anti-English book, Der Vampyr des Festlandes.” Fuehr, 
however, was reluctantly willing to condone Miunsterberg’s per- 
formance on the ground that such a conciliatory gesture might 
“find a certain response among the intellectuals.” But other 
German-American leaders, in the midst of mounting an anti- 
Wilson election campaign, were less generous. A German-lan- 
guage newspaper editor complained bitterly that Minsterberg’s 
earlier backing of Roosevelt and his current support for Wilson 
allowed “the supposition to form that [the German-American 
group] . . . is internally split,” and thus diminished its political 
leverage.” 

Convinced of the wrongheadedness of his critics, Münster- 


berg replied to one of them: 


The German-Americans in general, especially in the east, and the Ger- 
mans in America at all times have shown an unusual lack of political in- 
sight . . . If I were to speak and to write before the public for the pur- 
pose of satisfying those cliques of Germans in New York whose views 
seem to you the fountain of true politics, I should indeed speak and 
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write differently . . . While I have been sharply criticized and wildly 
hated by those groups, with occasional relapses . . . into cordial friend- 
ship, I have [gone] my own way without caring for praise or blame or 
accusations . . . I write and speak exclusively for the Anglo-American 
population, and as I am practically the only German who is really heard 
throughout the country and whose every line is read by the President and 
the other officials, I must do my duty as I see it even if some of my 
German friends bitterly disapprove. 


He knew better than the militants where the best interests of 
German-Americans lay, he warned his correspondent. And what 
he wrote for one group was not for the other to read: “politics 
is politics.”* 

By this time the large German-American community was 
riven by factionalism. Miinsterberg’s alienation from the ex- 
treme pro-German wing enabled him to speak to the consid- 
erable company of those who—along with Anglo-Americans— 
supported Wilson’s precarious pursuit of American neutrality 
and world peace. He attempted to ingratiate himself with 
Wilson by reporting that “however much I have been attacked 
by the anti-German press, I have been ten times more assailed 
by the German-Americans on account of my persistent Wil- 
sonism.” He advised the President that he had been “assailing 
the shortsightedness” of German-American opposition to Wilson 
since the summer of 1915: he had “carefully refrained from 
saying in public that I consider . . . [their] agitation... a 
suicidal act . . . [but] I have sufficient connections to make 
my views influential without expressing them publicly.”” 

Ironically, as Miinsterberg’s relations with the German agents 
and pro-German stalwarts deteriorated, so did his already pain- 
ful position in the pro-Allied community of Boston and Cam- 
bridge. Early in 1916 he described the rudeness of his colleagues 
and alluded to their wish “to force me out of the University”: 


They are backed in [this] . . . by a large majority of the so-called Back 
Bay people of Boston. The social club which I enjoyed in Boston, the 
Thursday Evening Club, of which I was a member for fifteen years, has 
expelled me this winter; leading people who owe everything to me have 
cut their connections entirely; and the one man [Royce] who almost 
forced me to stay here . . . [and] promised me his most intimate friend- 
ship and assured me of the loyalty of Harvard in every possible life situ- 
ation, has been first in line to treat me brutally. 
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At the time, most of these plaints were exaggerated. The 
Thursday Evening Club dropped him from its active list for 
lack of attendance; he was not, in fact, expelled from any group 
or association. As if to cancel one overstatement with another, 
he added that “only Boston and Cambridge has become hys- 
teric . . . [The rest of the country] treats me just as two years 
ago.” In any event, he drew some comfort from the belief that 
his persecution was impulsive and unjust, that it rested on his 
foreignness and his defense of an unpopular cause. 

On April 26, 1916, he was “staggered” to be called into 
Lowell's office for chastisement over his behavior toward the 
university. The confrontation was precipitated by the action 
of Edwin B. Holt, a former student and friend, and translator 
of Miinsterberg’s Die Amerikaner. Holt turned over to Lowell 
a series of abusive letters that Münsterberg had sent him dur- 
ing the preceding month. In March Herbert Sanborn, a friend 
of Miinsterberg’s, had reported that Holt was spreading mali- 
cious gossip to the effect that “you were no scientist and that 
you frequently falsified results in order to make them come out 
all right.” Still fuming over what he took to be a vicious refer- 
ence to himself as “one of the most unconscionable liars who 
ever lived” in Holt’s recently published book The Freudian 
Wish, Miinsterberg demanded an explanation. Holt denied that 
he had spoken behind Minsterberg’s back or intended any 
reference to him in the book. But his evasive, sardonic letters 
only fed Miinsterberg’s wrath. Unable to secure satisfaction 
directly, Miinsterberg shifted to an indirect attack Expressing 
sadness over Holt’s ingratitude, he offered a mocking “analysis” 
of the other’s behavior. Holt, he argued (in Freudian style), 
suffered from a “repressed wish for the death of your mother.” 
Unconsciously, he fixed on Münsterberg, “the man to whom you 
owe your career,” as a mother substitute, and thus devised a 
way to express his hostile wish.“ 

Münsterberg tried to acquit himself of the charge of undig- 
nified behavior toward a colleague by advising Lowell that Holt 
had started the whole affair with “an outrageous attack against 
me... in public print.” Furthermore, Holt had been an in- 
timate friend as well as a colleague, and their exchange was 
meant to be “a man to man affair and not one settled in the 
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president’s office.” Finally, Münsterberg told Lowell that he 
had been concerned for some time about Holt’s “flickering 
mind” and that Sanborn’s letter “forced me” to “risk open 
speech with regard to . . . [his mother] complex.” His own 
sincerity in the matter could not be doubted. Miinsterberg con- 
sidered Holt’s to be the least of the charges brought against 
him. 

More serious was the allegation that he attempted to use his 
position at the Psychological Laboratory to “strangle” research 
projects of which he disapproved. The specific case behind this 
charge was Miinsterberg’s bitter opposition to the appointment 
of Leonard Troland to do psychical research in the laboratory. 
Lowell had informed him that Troland would be working en- 
tirely on his own, in no way under the supervision of the di- 
rector of the laboratory. The very idea of psychical research 
was anathema to Miinsterberg. Nevertheless, he claimed that 
he had made only helpful and cooperative suggestions regard- 
ing Troland’s research design, in order to protect the reputation 
of the laboratory. “Throughout thirty years,” he told Lowell, “I 
have done my utmost to strengthen the independence of those 
who worked with me.” Miinsterberg could not have chosen 
weaker ground on which to defend his record as research direc- 
tor. From the beginning of his tenure at Harvard he had evi- 
denced the rank consciousness, authoritarianism, and favoritism 
that marked the worst aspect of personal relations among schol- 
ars in the German academic community. And it was known that 
he had tried—unsuccessfully in the cases of Holt and Robert 
Yerkes—to hold his younger laboratory associates in place as 
subordinate research assistants. 

According to Miinsterberg, the next charge leveled against 
him was that he neglected laboratory work in order to indulge 
“in popular writing and speech making for self-advertising,” 
and that his failure to produce disciples was a great disappoint- 
ment to Harvard. In his defense, he stood first on the record 
of his five scholarly volumes; then he argued that even his pop- 
ular books were a “valuable contribution to scholarship.” 
Against his German scholarly inclinations he had yielded to the 
persuasion of “the leading men at Harvard [James and the 
geologist Nathaniel S. Shaler] not to closet my science but to 
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make it popular.” He had joined and led the new movement in 
applied psychology out of a sense of duty to the university and 
to “the country which had invited me.” As for his speechmaking 
(which “was not in the least in my habit or inclination”) and 
his social and political writings, he undertook them all for the 
benefit of others, with the assurance of President Eliot that they 
were “an asset for Harvard.” Despite the strain of these popular 
activities, he never stinted the “six or seven hours a day” de- 
voted to his laboratory work. As for the lack of disciples, he 
informed Lowell that “no effort of mind could overcome the 
latent opposition which is created by the American conditions.” 
The structure of higher education in America worked against 
the recruitment of first-rate students for productive scholarship. 
There was no doubt in Miinsterberg’s mind that Lowell’s 
charges against him were the direct result of distorted informa- 
tion “received . . . [during the past two years] of anti-German 
passion.” 

Finally, Miinsterberg claimed to “understand” why Lowell 
gave credence to the whole set of “fantastic” charges. The sit- 
uation was “suddenly illuminated” for him during the last mo- 
ments of their interview when reference was made to the 
Wiener affair. According to Münsterberg, Lowell harbored re- 
sentment over the episode because he mistakenly believed that 
Munsterberg’s resignation had been a grandstand play. Recall- 
ing that period as a time of intolerable tension, when “I never 
left my house without fear of being shot down,” Münsterberg 
argued that he had presented his resignation in public, before 
the assembled faculty, so that the public would know he was 
prepared to act in Harvard’s interest and it would not look as 
though he had been dismissed if, in fact, his resignation was 
accepted. But Lowell imagined that the gesture was a “stab in 
the back” and 


as soon as this idea took hold . . . it was only natural that you fancied 
that I tried to strangle my younger colleagues, and that I neglected my 
duties for my popular writings and that my whole university work has 
been a disappointment. I beg you to give up once and for all this en- 
tirely erroneous conception of my action at the beginning of the war, 
and you will then see that all the other reproachcs are also entirely un- 


grounded. 
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“I know the limitations of my efforts very well,” Münsterberg 
concluded in his seventeen-page response to Lowell, “but I 
[also] know that I have always been sincere and that I was 
guided by the purest motives.”™ 

While it is certainly true that Lowell was furious with him 
for his behavior during the Wiener affair, it is also true that he 
had repeatedly resisted pressure to fire Miinsterberg. The Holt 
correspondence provided a legitimate reason for chastising 
Miinsterberg; and Lowell was under some compulsion to force 
him out as research director on the basis of the Troland com- 
plaint. But the general substance of the other charges had been 
floating around in Harvard circles for years. Eliot and Lowell 
had taken a firm hand with Miinsterberg on specific issues in 
the past, but no one had seriously confronted him with such 
a full account of misbehavior or such a gross undervaluation of 
his professional achievements. It was not unreasonable for him 
to blame the war, and once he found this rationale he forced 
Lowell into inaction.” 

Inevitably Harvard’s grievances against Münsterberg became 
further entangled in the issues raised by the war. A Report of 
the Committee on Philosophy, Psychology and Social Ethics 
to the Board of Overseers of Harvard College on June 21, 1916, 
stated that the Psychological Laboratory was hampered in pub- 
lishing its research by lack of funds, and that “the complications 
arising in current international politics, unfortunately affecting 
the personnel of the Department of Psychology as at present 
officered, render any effort to obtain considerable funds for its 
special requirements at present . . . inadvisable.” Writing to 
the chairman of the committee, Miinsterberg denied that his 
directorship had in any way exacerbated the shortage of funds. 
The department had been short of money for eight years, and 
had in fact been intermittently aided by two of his German 
friends “whose willingness to give to the laboratory “as at pres- 
ent officered’ would certainly not be hindered by the interna- 
tional situation.” Miinsterberg noted that neither the effective 
work nor the influence of the laboratory had suffered from the 
shortage of publication funds.” 

The committee chairman, Reginald C. Robbins, stood by his 
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original statement and bluntly informed Münsterberg that there 
was a widespread feeling among Harvard graduates 


that a German, however gifted, who engaged in public utterances or 
writing which favors Germanic culture in America, would be far more 
wisely and appropriately placed if educating Germans in Germany than 
Americans in America . . . No one can regret the apparent loss of your 
friendship more than I do; no one more regrets what I feel to be the 
loss of your academic value at Harvard. But the German invasion of 
Belgium changed a good many things in the world. And the position of 
Germany and the Germans in the eyes of civilized people is altered 
irrevocably.7° 


Despite the bitterness of this correspondence, Mitnsterberg’s 
deepest humiliation was public, not private. On October 10, 
1916, a letter from Münsterberg to the German chancellor, 
Bethmann-Hollweg, which had been written the previous May 
and intercepted by British agents, was released to the press. It 
was the kind of advisory letter that Münsterberg often wrote 
(without solicitation) to both German and American govern- 
ment officials. It was filled with expressions such as “my chief 
work” and “my main task” that made it sound like “the report 
of a subordinate to his chief.” Münsterberg had written a dozen 
letters to Wilson in the same vein since the beginning of the 
war. In his letter to the German chancellor, he observed that 


the widespread fear that he [Wilson] would be too pro-British as media- 
tor I consider unfounded . . . Hitherto he has been wholly a party 
man; but if he once works himself into the idea of being the arbitrator 
of the world, he will be so intoxicated by the joy of playing a historic 
part that he will give himself up to it with his whole soul and without 
rest. He will remain strictly neutral, less out of moral conscientiousness 
than from an aesthetic pleasure in his unique role. 


Miinsterberg went on to say that there had been a “slump” in 
the German cause in recent weeks because of a “wave of pa- 
triotism” among German-Americans that swept the “weaker 
elements along with it.” Even German-American leaders had 
succumbed. He himself was doing everything possible to aid 
the peace movement, and “all this peace material naturally 
appears without my name.”?! 

The press release created a sensation. At Harvard Professor 
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William E. Hocking, a friend and former protégé of Miinster- 
berg, demanded an explanation. In a open letter to the Boston 
Transcript, he accused his senior colleague of cynically sup- 
posing “that the American public could be fed on German- 
made propaganda without realizing either that it came from 
German sources, or that it favored Germany’s cause.” He fur- 
ther accused him of holding “that the Germans in this country 
who have declared their citizenship and loyalty here (as you 
have not) . . . shall still be first Germans at heart.” Fixing on 
the reference to unsigned articles, he asked Miinsterberg to 
state unequivocally whether he was acting as a German agent.” 

Caught off guard, Miinsterberg’s immediate response was to 
strike back. He privately accused Hocking of printing “nothing 
but an arbitrary and uninformed misrepresentation of an ille- 
gally appropriated and miserably translated” document. But 
publicly he restated his belief that German-Americans should 
support America’s interests first. His reference to the “slump” 
in the cause following a “wave of patriotism” was meant to 
describe the “regrettable . . . [fact] that many German-Amer- 
icans have begun to be afraid to show their German sympathy.” 
Furthermore, at the time of his writing to Bethmann-Hollweg 
he had intended to publish a series of essays without using his 
name so that they would “not be discounted by anti-German 
prejudices.” But he had changed his mind and never “published 
a single line anonymously,” even though it was the argument 
and not the name that was important. As for the accusation 
that he purveyed a “cry of peace [that] is a cry made in Ger- 
many, Münsterberg pointed out that precisely the opposite 
was true: that it was he who wrote to the chancellor arguing 
that Wilson should be trusted to mediate a peaceful settlement 
and not Bethmann-Hollweg who put the idea to him. “The very 
fact that I felt moved to write this to Germany indicates rather 
that the Germans did not feel as I did and that I made the 
cry in America . . . it is not for Germany but for the whole 
civilized world that I repeat and repeat: Let us have peace!” 

Unfortunately for the strength of his defense, Münsterberg 
went on to accuse Hocking of personal malice and to claim 
that he had tried to protect “the true honor of America” during 
the war years far more than the honor of Germany—although 
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in the interests of the country he could “not go into details as 
to the way in which I have helped.” This allusion to the Me- 
Combs affair sounded like a mixture of insult, evasion, and 
boasting. Münsterberg came off badly in the public press, giv- 
ing the impression of “colossal . . . conceit,” of “slipperiness,” 
and of making a desperate case for his good intentions. In the 
aftermath of the affair, the executive committee of the Boston 
branch of the superpatriotic American Rights League (led by 
William Roscoe Thayer) passed a resolution calling for Miin- 
sterberg’s dismissal from Harvard. They were joined by edito- 
rial writers in several newspapers. Certain faculty members 
petitioned the Board of Overseers to request his resignation. 
But other Harvard professors announced that they would op- 
pose an ouster move if it were brought up officially, and the 
Board of Overseers refused to take any action. Hocking, too, 
though he was convinced that Miinsterberg had abused his 
position at Harvard “to a degree that exceeds good faith,” op- 
posed dismissal because it would inevitably appear to be for 
the wrong reasons.7! 

Through the later months of 1916 Miinsterberg withdrew as 
much as possible from public controversy. Early in September 
he complained to Lowell that his health was failing and that 
he began to think of “the possibility of my sudden death or of 
a brain disease” which would render him incapable of pro- 
viding for his family. When Josiah Royce died in the middle 
of September, Miinsterberg’s failure to attend the funeral was 
interpreted as a gesture of contempt rather than a precaution 
lest “the presence of a German colleague might possibly be 
embarrassing to some near him.” But Miunsterberg’s moments 
of doubt and depression were quickly set aside. Putting the 
best face on his situation, he professed a “complete indiffer- 
ence’ to signs of “unfairness, ingratitude and rudeness”: “I have 
not the slightest rancor, understand completely why these good 
people act and must act as they do, and if they do not bow to 
me or do write letters like Hocking, I am sometimes a little 
disgusted and sometimes a little amused, but never irritated. 
That will have to go on until the war is over. Moreover, the 
students are splendidly loyal to me and so is the public at 
large.”” 
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His final book on the war, Tomorrow, appeared late in Octo- 
ber 1916, in the unfortunate format of a series of nine letters 
ostensibly written “To a friend in Germany.” According to 
Münsterberg, when the letters failed to reach their destination 
he decided to publish them in the hope that “some stray volume 
will slip through.” This small charade was undoubtedly meant 
to show that his letters to Germany contained “no indiscretions 
and no secrets” and to fend off any criticism of his political 
activity, for “while I should never meddle with political ques- 
tions here, no one can blame me for speaking frankly to an old 
friend beyond the sea.” Once again he adopts the role of “the 
psychologist who simply tries to understand” as he ponders the 
“common future” of the nations embroiled in war. Not surpris- 
ingly, what he sees in his crystal ball is his own reflection. The 
postwar world will witness a new birth of nationalism; each 
nation will foster its unique character and influence. Within the 
nations, individuals will renounce their petty pleasures and 
selfish interests in order to serve national ideals. The paradoxi- 
cal result will be “the Germanization of the world.” 

Almost on the eve of a period of frenzied patriotism in Amer- 
ica, Miinsterberg saw signs of a new day of idealism and inter- 
nationalism; in advance of the most bitter defeat in German 
history, he foresaw that “whatever the cannons may say, the 
war will end with the spiritual triumph of the German nation.” 
Only months before German-Americans began to lend their 
hands, if not their hearts, to the war against Germany and to 
eschew their hyphenate identity, he developed the thesis that 
after the war “thousands” disillusioned by “the pogrom of the 
hyphen” will make “an exodus [from America] like that of the 
Huguenots from France.” But the “overwhelming majority” of 
German-Americans, undivided in their political loyalty to Amer- 
ica, would lead the way in the postwar world to an idealistic 
redefinition of Americanism.” 

Miinsterberg’s optimism was supported by his skill at shifting 
roles—and with them, perspectives—in order to deny or avoid 
unpleasant facts. A lengthy letter about the “pathetic suffering” 
of the German-Americans since 1914 stresses that he himself is 
a German citizen who did “not come here at my own desire.” 
“Whatever I did was frankly done as a German. The rebuke 
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of the Americans of German descent has not even any reference 
to me personally” and “I personally am not touched by it.” It 
suited him to underscore this point at a time when international 
tension between Germany and the United States was lessening 
(during the summer of 1916) but when “hyphenism” was de- 
veloping as a major issue in the fall election campaign. His 
pretensions fatally slipped, however, when he observed that 
“nowhere have the Americans of German descent been harassed 
as about the Charles River.”78 

Tomorrow represents Miinsterberg’s attempt to escape from 
a painful present through the contemplation of a satisfying fu- 
ture. In this sense it is a companion piece to the autobiography 
he now began to write. “Twenty-five Years in America” never 
progressed much beyond outline form. But what was done pro- 
vides a record of his perspective on past social and intellectual 
achievements, including his wartime work “against corruption” 
and his life’s great moral mission. According to his daughter, he 
planned to write a book on the psychology of war at a later 
date. In his private correspondence he was already beginning 
to shift from propagandist to psychologist. Writing to George 
Sarton about the Bryce Committee report on war atrocities, he 
claimed authority as an expert on the psychology of evidence, 
not as a German. “Nine-tenths” of the “evidence” in the Bryce 
report, he said, was untrue—not because it contained lies but 
rather because it was not corrected for subconscious distortion. 
Most atrocities were “products of illusions.” He sent Sarton a 
copy of The Peace and America, commending its first chapters 
for their discussion of the psychological aspects of the war. “The 
later chapters,” he admitted, “were written in the heat of con- 
troversy, and they no longer fit the more peaceful atmosphere 
of today ~” 

In his final writings, Münsterberg deliberately restrained his 
unproductive bitterness. He shifted to an optimistic outlook and 
an inner accommodation, dwelling on past glories and stressing 
the positive aspects of his present situation. His activity in the 
early months of the war had been aimed at winning “all pos- 
sible sympathy for Germany in the United States.” He had 
played a vigorous role on the American scene, however ill- 
calculated, in attempting to reconcile partisan positions on the 
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war, to guide German-Americans in finding self-expression, and 
to aid America in cleaving to a neutral course. His language was 
sometimes intemperate, his methods often devious and egotisti- 
cal. The last months of his life, when doctors warned him to 
reduce the strain on his heart, were devoted to “preaching 
peace, and preparing the world for a friendly intercourse with 
Germany after the war.” He kept his German citizenship as a 
symbolic expression of his uniqueness in America. But it was 
his sense of uniqueness and not his German allegiance that 
ultimately dominated and informed the various roles he played. 
In the end, he was sustained through his greatest crisis by the 
whole configuration of his American life: by his vision of an 
international mission, by his status in the larger American com- 
munity beyond Boston, by the challenge and rewards of his 
professional work, and by those friends and students who con- 
tinued to offer loyal support. By 1914 he had spent most of his 
adult life in America and raised and educated two daughters 
there. The single published chapter of his autobiography de- 
scribed his first years in America in idyllic terms, reminiscent 
of his earlier poetry. Selma Miinsterberg recalled, too, that “the 
best part of my husband’s life was devoted to Harvard .. . 
my own happiest years were spent in Cambridge before the 
great debacle,”®° 


On December 16, 1916, Hugo Miinsterberg made his way 
through snow-filled streets, in bitterly cold weather, to deliver 
a classroom lecture at Radcliffe College. Shortly after he began 
to speak he was seized by a swift and fatal heart attack. The 
news spread quickly. “That night,” reported Selma Miinster- 
berg, “it was President Eliot who was the one great supporting 
pillar that seemed to hold up my life structure . . . [He came] 
in my darkest hour . . . not only to offer me help but to bring 
some light into my darkness. He made me feel that warm per- 
sonal friendship can continue even through the keenest political 
differences.” George Palmer, Robert Yerkes, and Herbert Lang- 
feld also gathered around the stricken family.*! 

Miinsterberg’s death, according to one old friend, “is a happy 
relief from persecution and malignant attacks, which have been 
a disgrace to American scholarship and civilization.” The gen- 


Hugo Münsterberg ... 113 


eral tenor of the obituaries confirmed the observation of Dean 
Hodges of the Harvard Episcopal Theological Scminary that 
“death make a difference . . . The way we feel about Professor 
Münsterberg today is the way we ought to have felt about him 
the day before yesterday.” “It was only natural,” the Rochester 
Herald commented, “that Professor Miinsterberg, German that 
he was, should have been a partisan of his country, but there 
was never any reason for assuming that he was a German spy.” 
George Sylvester Viereck solemnly announced that “he was the 
leader of all those who fought the battle of German culture in 
the United States. He falls, a victim of war.”® 

Rumor battened on the dramatic circumstances of Miinster- 
berg’s death. He had in fact suffercd intermittently from a heart 
condition first noted in 1891. But a secretary of Viereck, who 
had come to know and admire Miinsterberg in the course of 
his many business trips to New York, later reported that Selma 
Münsterberg and others believed he had poisoned himself in a 
fit of depression and fear. She thought he had found himself in 
an untenable position, boxed in between growing anti-German 
sentiment on the one hand and pressure from the pro-German 
group in New York on the other. The latter group, angered by 
his independent actions and withdrawal from their councils, 
allegedly threatened to make a public revclation of the extent 
of his work for them. The official German line, however, was 
that Münsterberg had been “killed” by his “ostracism” at Har- 
vard. Three years later, testifying at a parliamentary inquiry 
into the German defeat of 1918, Count von Bernstorff chal- 
lenged the report of an “cxpcrt” on the propaganda contest in 
America who implied that Miinsterberg had bcen killed by 
calumny for his “great service in represcnting German inter- 
ests.” “I don’t believe that,” Bernstorff asserted: “I belicve he 
simply succumbed to a stroke in the midst of his activity be- 
cause of overwork or othcr exhaustion . . . it is true that Pro- 
fessor Miinsterberg suffered unfriendly boycotting in Boston 
and Harvard during the whole war pcriod. But that was in fact 
the case for all of us.”®” 

Miinsterberg’s body was cremated and, as his will dirccted, 
his ashes were shipped to Danzig. But his wife and two 
daughters remained for the rest of their lives in the country 
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that had become their homeland. Beyond doubt, Hugo had 
shared their practical conviction that the family’s future lay in 
America. There was never an opportunity for him to secure a 
position in Germany remotely equivalent to the quasi-patrician 
status he enjoyed in the United States. His devotion to Ger- 
many was distinctly one-sided; it is questionable whether his 
credentials as a German national would have been as fully 
accepted in Germany as they were in America. His fatherland 
was for him far more a symbol than a practical reality, repre- 
senting a host of private feelings and associations. Germany, 
like his father Moritz and the august Kaiser, stood for author- 
ity, moral rectitude, and strength—the professed values of his 
inner life. The conscious rules he adopted to cover his behavior 
—absolute loyalty and devotion to duty—served at least two 
further psychological needs: to repress and deny hostile im- 
pulses toward authority (by exalting it to a status beyond ques- 
tion) and to justify his passive, submissive tendencies (by asso- 
ciating loyalty and duty with the “manliness” of authority and 
moral virtue). “A strong character,” he wrote, “is one in which 
the idea of a goal . . . has such a strong determining tendency 
that every idea which would lead to opposite behavior is in- 
hibited and suppressed and remains ineffective. The strong 
character overcomes a temptation and remains loyal to the 
ideal.”* 

The whole configuration of Hugo’s childhood relationships 
reappears in his adult involvement in the war controversy. 
Ambivalence toward his father had been resolved by idealiza- 
tion and identification with Moritz’s authority. In this way he 
was able to share in the moral blamelessness (and loveworthi- 
ness) he attributed successively to Moritz, Germany, and the 
Kaiser. The issues raised by the war pressed on Hugo’s vul- 
nerabilities, the residuals of his childhood experience. His self- 
identification with Imperial Germany led him to champion 
Germany's blamelessness from the first days of the war and to 
respond with fury to charges of German mendacity. He pro- 
jected his own ego defenses onto the embattled fatherland, 
arguing that Germanys military aggression was both self- 
defensive and part of a moral impulse to place national self- 
interest above all else. His discussion of rivalries among the 
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family of European nations also had a personal referent in his 
early jealousy and resentment of his competitive siblings. 
America functioned as a far more complex and less coherent 
symbol in Miinsterberg’s inner life. On the ego level his Ameri- 
can life supplied him with rich rewards of status and influence. 
Subconsciously, America functioned as a mother figure, drawing 
to itself the contradictory idealization and denigration that 
marked his feelings toward his mother and toward the female 
sex. As an abstract ideal, America signified to him a high order 
of integration: the fusion of diverse national strains. So Miin- 
sterberg’s inglorious yearnings for place and power, as well as 
his personal achievements, were legitimized through the ra- 
tionale of service to the ideal of America and the building up 
of her science and society. Service to this ideal America enabled 
him to see the “real” country “with the cyes of love.” Still, the 
“real” America bore a host of traits characteristic of the female 
—and lesser—sex. She was frivolous, impulse-ridden, vain, “sug- 
gestible,” and promiscuous; she was easily manipulated by 
propaganda and disposed to give herself to the highest bidder. 
He could put no faith in this America, for she would betray 
him as a “foreigner” at every opportunity. Furthermore, her 
mental traits were those he refused to admit in himself. The 
pleasures of direct gratification—the pleasures associated with 
mother—were those that “manlincss” required him to renounce. 
In the conflict between his negative and positive attitudes 
toward America, the latter had a crucial staying power. In an 
oration delivered at his funeral, Harvard Professor George F. 
Moore observed that Miinsterberg had bclicved it his duty to 
explicate the German point of view on the war. This sense of 
duty had cost him dearly; his spiritual burden, in the end, was 
not vilification but isolation. To be sure, he was always de- 
pendent on the approval of others and he suffered greatly from 
his loss of status and influence through the war years. But the 
impending collapse of his moral mission—the symbolic gluc that 
held his life together—was the morc serious catastrophe. His 
international ambassadorship was the key to his sense of singu- 
larity, and it was a central inncr goal toward which his be- 
havior—skillfully or not—was directed. In his increasing isolation 
and anxiety over his failure to hold the disparate intercsts of 
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his life together, he shared in the precarious situation of most 
Cerman-Americans. Within months after his death, the life 
went out of German culture in America as well. Once war was 
declared between the two countries in April 1917, few German- 
Americans could sustain a painful double identity or allegiance. 
The new demand for consensus and conformity disallowed the 
special interests of ethnic group and unique individual. Over- 
whelmingly, German-Americans chose to emphasize their 
American ties and to repudiate those suspect group activities 
from which even Miinsterberg had finally tried to dissociate 
himself. 

It is in the light of Miinsterberg’s personality that one must 
scrutinize the role conflicts that troubled his life. From his ear- 
liest days in America he struggled to keep his various roles 
congruent. But his central ambition to serve as a scholar- 
ambassador beguiled him into pretentious plays for influence 
that elicited the censure of President Eliot and his Harvard 
colleagues. His efforts to reconcile pro-English and pro-German 
partisans and to shape and inform German-American responses 
in behalf of neutrality drew fire from all sides. To the German 
government he posed as an expert on American affairs; to the 
American government he posed as a German expert, an in- 
fluential leader of German-Americans, and a professional ana- 
lyst of testimony and evidence. To sustain these roles he had 
to maintain a variety of contacts without total personal com- 
mitment. A loner by inclination and habit, he set a lifelong 
pattern of marginal relationships that demanded enormous in- 
ner coherence from him, Lacking this as he did, he courted 
danger by the range of his roles as a German and an American, 
a scientist and a philosopher, a scholar and a popularizer, a 
politician, a teacher, and an ambassador. 

As if in fear that the roles could not be harmonized, he rig- 
idly compartmentalized the various interests of his adult life. 
He drew inflexible distinctions between causal and purposive 
psychology, and he compulsively asserted a hierarchical system 
of values that plainly masked internal disorder. The supreme 
value that he attached to unity and harmony reflected his own 
yearning for emotional integration. It was not his interests or 
roles that were incompatible; rather, his personal style in per- 


Hugo Münsterberg ... 117 


forming the roles brought them into conflict with one another. 
Despite his extraordinary skill in making adjustments to main- 
tain self-esteem, he could not adapt sufficiently to the style of 
American life and social relations. His most successful social 
role was that of the distinguished foreign scholar for whom 
others made allowance. His intellectual abilities and his ca- 
pacity for prodigious labor fitted him well for a carcer in scien- 
tific research. But his assertiveness and his voracious status 
needs played havoc with his other roles and engendered the 
ultimate conflicts that so strained his resources. 

It is fortunate that Miinsterberg was spared the experience 
of American entry into the war. He was incapable of repudiat- 
ing his idealized fatherland or admitting any doubt about its 
moral splendor. Yet on a practical level, his self-esteem de- 
pended heavily on his being a German in America. For all 
his uniqueness, it was this latter reality that he shared with 
German-Americans. His psychological and social experience 
during the war years provides a close parallel to theirs. All who 
identified themselves or their interests with the fate of Germany 
responded aggressively to the issues raised by the war and gave 
their energies, in large part, to defending the status of things 
German in America. It was precisely their own self-esteem that 
was on the line. But the mobilization of aggrcssion through 
group activity only elicited further rejection by the larger so- 
ciety. If the German-Americans’ conflict lay between ethnic 
singularity and “Americanism,” and Miinsterberg’s between 
two national ties, both still preferred to see their dual alle- 
giance as a multiplication rather than a division of loyalty. In- 
tense involvement tended to blur the line, for each, betwcen 
political argument and private need. Münsterberg expcrienced 
the factionalism that rent the German-American community 
when he separated himself from the German agents and mili- 
tants. He risked the censure of certain German-Amcrican lead- 
ers by his support for Theodore Roosevelt in 1915, and he 
spoke for many rank-and-file citizens—against their leaders— 
when he championed Woodrow Wilson in 1916. When aggres- 
sive action failed to alleviate his sense of beleaguerment, he 
retreated from areas of controversy. After 1917 most German- 
Americans took the same course to its logical cxtreme: their 
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sense of diminished worth encouraged them to renounce the 
unacceptable German component of their dual identity. 

In the last year of Miinsterberg’s life, turning to autobiog- 
raphy to relieve his inner tensions, he chose to celebrate only 
that part of his life which he had spent in America, It was an 
effort not only to remind others of his contributions to Ameri- 
can society but also to restore himself by dwelling on the tri- 
umphs and pleasures of his American life. While he drew suc- 
cor from reliving the past, he recorded his final vision of peace 
and international cooperation in the future. In the national 
emergency that followed the American declaration of war, 
these were the memory and the hope to which most German- 
Americans would cling.” 


Part Two 


George Sylvester 


Viereck 


THE MAKING OF A 


GERMAN-AMERICAN MILITANT 


George Sylvester Viereck—or Sylvester Viereck, for he preferred the exotic 
“Sylvester” to the nondescript ““George’”—was a man of many talents and 
enormous energy, profligately spent in an effort to create his own legend. He 
achieved precocious success as a young and “emancipated” American poet 
before the First World War. Entertaining no doubts about his commitment to 
America, he became during the war years a prominent and passionate 
spokesman for the most militant pro-Germans in the German-American 
community. Between the wars he made a name for himself as a journalist 
and novelist. In the thirties he became the major pro-German propagandist 
in the country, linking his cause to that of prominent isolationist groups. 

In the annals of American history, Sylvester Viereck ranks as a pariah—an 
uncongenial figure who gave wide offense on personal and historical 
grounds. A perpetual rebel against middle-class respectability, he took a 
perverse delight in notoriety. Supremely vain, he loved to be at the center 
of controversy. Indeed, he sought it out with the confidence of a true self- 
believer—a confidence that belied the many ambivalences characterizing 
his intellectual and emotional life. His pro-Germanism was, in effect, a 
lover’s quarrel with America—which he sustained at such a level of 
intensity that it became unintelligible to others. 


Ser 
FAMILY AND CHILDHOOD 


Sylvesters father, Louis Viereck, was born out of wedlock in 
Berlin in 1851. “His birth,” aeeording to a younger eousin, 
“furnished the conflict of his life.” The only ehild of Edwina 
Viereek, a beautiful aetress attached to the Prussian Royal 
Court, Louis was subsequently aeknowledged by Louis von 
Prillwitz, an army officer and scion of Prinee August of Prus- 
sia. Sylvester Viereck repeatedly gave eurreney to the rumor 
that Louis’s real father was Emperor William I. Confronting 
Louis’s denial, he disingenuously argued that he did not think 
the matter worth quibbling over, since “biologically the [Ho- 
henzollern] strain is the same.” 

As a result of his illegitimacy and his mother’s early death 
in 1856, Louis held an ambiguous and preearious position in 
Berlin society. He “loved to be in noble circles.” But despite 
his physical attractiveness, personal eharm, and intellectual 
gifts, he remained a marginal figure. He joined the Socialist 
party in the early 1870s and quiekly earned renown as a prom- 
inent “salon socialist.” In 1878, when Bismarck outlawed the 
Soeialist party, Louis lost his favored niche in the German Civil 
Service and was banished from Berlin for his alleged eonncc- 
tion with a man who had attempted to assassinate William I. 
In 1881 he became the editor of a Socialist newspaper in Mu- 
nich and married his American-born cousin Laura Viereek. 
Three years later he was eleetcd to the German Rciehstag. But 
in 1886 he again ran afoul of the government authorities—for 
attending a Soeialist party meeting—and was imprisoned for 
nine months. During his term in prison, where he shared a eell 
with August Bebel, he became disillusioned with the extrem- 
ism of the Socialist leaders, and upon his release he was ex- 
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pelled from the party. Several years of geographical and voca- 
tional drifting encouraged him to decide in 1896 to yield to 
his wife’s “predilection for the United States” and to migrate 
to America in search of a home and a career in writing and 
lecturing. His wife and family followed him several months 
later.? 

Louis Viereck became a naturalized American citizen in 
1901. But he never abandoned his interest in German affairs, 
and in 1911 he returned to Germany to spend the remaining 
years of his life. For the fifteen years of his American sojourn 
he lived in New York City, writing works on German instruc- 
tion in American schools and on German immigration to the 
United States, editing a German-language monthly, and serv- 
ing as a correspondent for the Berliner Tageblatt. He was a 
strong-minded, active, and self-centered man, with marked 
intellectual ability and a seemingly insatiable appetite for pub- 
lic affairs. He enjoyed a wide reputation as a philanderer and, 
in his youth, produced an illegitimate child, Frank Viereck, 
who lived with him after his marriage.” 

Laura Viereck was the American-born daughter of William 
Viereck, a younger brother of Louis’s mother Edwina. A revo- 
lutionary who fled to the United States in 1849, William settled 
in San Francisco and established the first German theater there. 
After William died in 1865 his wife returned to Germany with 
her children. Laura Viereck was then almost eleven years old; 
fifteen years later she married her glamorous cousin Louis. She 
was a vivacious and intelligent woman who later worked along- 
side her husband, writing drama criticism for his German and 
American publications and actively involving herself in chari- 
table German-American affairs. But she occupied a clearly in- 
ferior position in a marriage conducted in the European mode. 
In marked contrast to her husband, she was personally fastidi- 
ous and “lacking in the low, enjoying power”; she was also a 
“devout though unorthodox Christian?” while her husband 
styled himself a freethinker. Many years later a close relative 
recalled that Laura Viereck “hung on [her husband] with 
boundless love from the first glimpse, [and] . . . when in the 
course of a not all too quiet and comfortable married life she 
learned the shady side of his personality and fully admitted 
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it, a remnant was left of this younthful love even unto death.” 
Despite this lifelong bond—which at times appcared to be little 
more than an empty habit—there were numerous disagree- 
ments and dissensions in the marriage. Louis lived in a world 
of public and, occasionally, private affairs outside his home. In 
compensation, Laura increasingly lavished affection upon their 
first-born son Sylvester. Despite her huband’s preoccupation 
with German politics and culture she never ceased to nurse a 
preference for America, the country of her birth, over Ger- 
many, the country in which she lived most of her life. “I like 
the English language, the conception of [American] life and 
ways of life more than the German,” she wrote. “I cannot help 
myself.” 

George Sylvester Viereck was born in Munich on December 
31, 1884. An aunt who was close to the family recalls that he 
was a small and delicate child—his nickname, “Putty,” was de- 
rived from Lilliput—who clung to his mother but admired and 
imitated his distant father. Laura was an anxious and solici- 
tous mother; Louis an impaticnt, authoritarian father. Parental 
conflict over the boy’s welfare may be surmised from the fact 
that Laura arranged a secret baptism several years after Syl- 
vester’s birth “because his father was dissident and didn’t want 
to hear anything about it.” 

Sylvesters preadolescent years were marked by the insta- 
bility of his father’s employment and political affiliations. He 
was two years old when his father lcft home to spend ninc 
months in prison. After Louis’s releasc and his subsequent ex- 
pulsion from the Socialist party, a scrics of abortive busincss 
ventures and geographical rclocations kept the family in a 
state of uncertainty. Louis’s last post was as Director of the 
Bath at Swinemiinde. His son later recalled that “through all 
kinds of intrigues, [we wcre] chased away from hcre too [by 
the police], and we went to Berlin, from where Papa journeyed 
to America, but we to Schéneberg.” During these years Syl- 
vester developed an ambivalent attachment to his half-brother, 
Frank, whom he “ordered . . . around from the carliest times 
[in imitation of Louis] but clung very much to [all the] same.” 
Sometime before 1896, Frank took a job with the North Ger- 
man Lloyd Line, jumped ship in Baltimore, and scttled down 
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as a florist in America. Louis left for the United States shortly 
afterward.’ 

With his father and half-brother gone, Sylvester lived with 
relations in a country house in Schöneberg while his mother 
supported herself and his baby brother Edwin (born Sep- 
tember 22, 1894) in Berlin by giving piano and language les- 
sons. Late in 1896 the family followcd Louis to New York, but 
reunion failed to turn the tide of hardship. They lived at first 
in a rooming house where Sylvester shared a bed with his ail- 
ing younger brother. “Little Eddy” died of spinal meningitis in 
March 1897. Shortly afterward, Laura was taken to the hospi- 
tal with sudden appendicitis. A gift of money tided the family 
over the first winter, but without relieving the emotional strain 
on Sylvester.’ 

The boy had begun writing poetry at the age of eleven at 
Schöneberg, in part to court the attention of his cousin Erna 
Viereck, who presided over the household (which included 
several of her own children). It was a strategy he would later 
employ with his own mother. But once the family settled in 
America Louis Viereck became firmly convinced, from his own 
experience, “of the impotence of the Intelligentsia in its strug- 
gle with the material world,” and insisted that Sylvester learn 
some useful trade. He made arrangements through Frank for 
the boy to be apprenticed to a gardener in Baltimore.* 

Sylvester thus was separated from his family once again. He 
apparently spent most of his time discussing poetry with his 
employer, and was fired after six months at the insistence of the 
gardener’s wife. Upon returning to New York, he enrolled in a 
public school, where his academic success was modest and his 
peer relations were clouded by his poor command of English. 
Yet there were compensating triumphs. In 1897 a German pa- 
per in Baltimore printed a poem by him on Bismarck, and in 
1898 the Hearst-owned Das Morgen-Journal in New York 
featured a short verse he had written celebrating the Ameri- 
can cause in the Spanish-American war. Laura and Louis were 
concerned about the boy’s precocious and increasingly “er- 
ratic capricious qualities.” But they were also flattered by the 
idea that they were raising a Wunderkind: “neither parent 
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could understand the poetic temperament: but they could un- 
derstand ambition, intelligence, verve.”® 

At the time of his arrival in America, Sylvester was on the 
threshold of adolescence. As we have seen, a series of ex- 
traordinary events occurred between his eleventh and four- 
teenth years. There was, first, the “disappearance” of his oldcr 
half-brother Frank, to whom he was much attached. Then his 
father left for the United States. He was separated from ac- 
customed intimacy with his mother while the new baby, Eddy, 
was kept at her side in Berlin. Once the family was reunited 
Little Eddy died under frightening circumstances, while Louis 
continued to be habitually absent on lecturing and business 
trips. So in effect young Sylvester had succeeded, in the course 
of these years, in removing all rivals for his mother’s attention. 
An idealization of his dead sibling went into a fragmentary 
and childish memorial to Little Eddy that he wrote in 1900. 
Calling Eddy “the little sunray,” Sylvester asserted that “every- 
body” had loved the child and that the child had “loved every- 
thing that was beautiful and good.” The guilt inherent in his 
situation certainly was deepened by the fact that, in Louis’s 
habitual absence, he had to wrestle with an idealized image 
of his father.’® 

After the brief separation from his mother that followed—at 
his father’s command—Sylvester returned to an intimate rela- 
tionship with her, thus being inordinately exposed to the re- 
gressive pull of childhood ambivalence and dependency. At 
precisely the time when adolescent devclopment would seem 
to call for the establishment of nonfamilial bonds, he found 
himself thrown back upon his mother in an alien country. His 
developing sexuality ran up against his mother’s cool “fastidi- 
ousness.” A lifelong preoccupation with scx ensued.” 

A wealth of evidence testifies to his modes of response to 
these unusual circumstances and rclationships—modes that 
later became fixed characteristics of his adult personality. 
These included a narcissistic self-absorption and self-overval- 
uation (together with an exaggerated regard for members of 
his family, perceived as extensions of himself); the usc of fan- 
tasy as a bridge to the outside world; unrestrained exhibition- 
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ism and self-dramatization; failure to integrate thought and 
feeling; and a sense of guilt which continually led him both to 
seek punishment and to justify his beliefs and actions. Egotism 
became his readiest defense against self-division and guilt. He 
also developed a characteristic ambivalence toward women he 
was fond of (mother substitutes) and both ambivalence toward 
and idealization of men with whom he identified (father sub- 
stitutes). By the time he reached manhood, Sylvester seemed 
—according to the testimony of some of his friends and the 
judgment of history—to lack any developed moral sense, or any 
clear and steady goals other than to be rich, well connected, 
and esteemed. This moral poverty contributed as much as his 
vivid personality to Viereck’s life history. 

Certain themes emerged from Viereck’s adolescent experi- 
ences that were to reappear throughout his life. His attachment 
to his father was crucial to his subsequent career, for it in- 
formed many of his adult acts. He himself later recalled that, 
in childhood, “mysterious whisperings about my father’s ro- 
mantic origin, while scarcely understood, nevertheless quick- 
ened my imagination . . . [and] wrought a halo of romance 
about his head.” The better to identify himself with his father, 
he posed as a womanizer, played the role of a political insur- 
gent, pursued a (collateral) career in journalism, developed an 
abiding interest in German culture and German-American 
community life, attached himself to the Hohenzollern Kaiser, 
defended and promoted the German cause in two world wars, 
exposed himself to charges of illegal political activity, and 
landed himself in prison. At the age of thirty he married a 
cousin-surrogate, Margaret Hein, whom he had first met when 
she was still a child and who looked upon him with inordi- 
nately adoring eyes. Even his understanding of his own emo- 
tional life depended upon identification with his father. Ex- 
plaining his “bipolar” attraction to his parents, he wrote that 
“my father, too, was born under the baleful star of a double 
fixation, ever seeking vainly his beautiful mother and his dash- 
ing father, who passed from his life after his mother’s death.” 
That this identification often regressed to the more primitive 
level of being rather than being like his father is evidenced by 
Viereck’s confession that he was not only attracted to older 
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women (an imitation of his father) but “always attraeted by 
[the very] women who played a part in my father’s life’—a 
fascination that involved him in a doting relationship with one 
of his father’s previous mistresses.” 

Long after Louis Viereek was dead, Sylvester reeorded a 
eonversation with Sigmund Freud in his Glimpses of the Great, 
a book containing aeeounts of thirty-two interviews with fa- 
mous men. Freud told him, “You have sought, year after year, 
the outstanding figures of your generation, invariably men 
older than yoursclf.” “It is part of my work,” Sylvester replied. 
“But,” Freud insisted, “it is also your preferenee. The great man 
is a symbol. Your search is the seareh of your heart. You are 
seeking the great man to take the plaee of the father. It is part 
of your father complex.” 

In the eourse of his eareer, Viereek also developed strong 
filial attachments to Theodore Roosevelt, Hugo Münsterberg, 
and the poet and editor Edward J. Wheeler, as well as a sense 
of discipleship to Freud himself. None of these relationships 
satisfied his craving for an idcal father, and only one of them 
~abruptly cut short by Miinsterberg’s death in 1916—failed to 
produee evidence of ambivalence. There is much evidence, 
too, of buried guilt in Viereck’s relationship with his father. He 
later observed that he had dropped his initial career as a poet 
for an involvement in German-Ameriean affairs “in atonement 
for . . . early rebellion” against his father’s German interests. 
Significantly, he felt that he had to give up poetry—with whieh 
he courted his mother—in order to make this expiation.” 

Recalling his father’s long absences from the family, Viereek 
observed that “I eoncentrated my love upon my mother. . . 
I remember that long before Freud’s Oedipus complex had 
passed into popular parlance my father once called me ‘Ocdi- 
pus’ in jest.” But his intense affeetion for her had to be held in 
check, for she might—and indeed did—betray it with one or 
another of his family rivals. A decp ambivalence toward his 
mother developed; later it would be transferred to America, the 
country of his mother’s birth and preference. His exaggerated 
affection for his mother shines through the terms of ehildish 
endearment with whieh he addressed her in their eorrespond- 
ence. His anxiety and solicitude, especially during their 


States of Belonging ... 128 


separation in World War I, were equally extreme. The very in- 
tensity of his regard was clearly compulsive in character, mask- 
ing an unconscious hostility that constantly had to be over- 
come. Despite the fact that he often courted his mother’s 
attention with his poetry, Viereck understood that she instinc- 
tively “abhorred” everything he “wrote and stood for” as a 
creative writer. To his last years he blamed her for the sense of 
guilt that, he claimed, hampered his sexual life.” 

At the end of his adolescence, then, Viereck’s underlying re- 
lationships with mother and father remained unmastered. He 
subsequently exercised life choices that would enable him to 
work them through. At the same time certain childish modes 
of response to mother and father and their symbols became 
fixed in his character. Beyond the task of mastering these sep- 
arate relationships lay that of experiencing his parents as a 
unit—of reconciling and integrating their influence. Viereck 
observed that “my father and my mother are the pole and the 
anti-pole of my libido . . . [I wavered] constantly between 
[these] two magnets of affection. The conflict between the 
mother and the father fixation . . . may be the master key to 
my soul.” The marriage of Louis and Laura Viereck was, of 
course, poorly integrated to begin with. Louis was self-cen- 
tered, traveled much alone, and was unfaithful to his wife. 
Laura increasingly centered her emotional life in her son. Yet 
it should be remembered that Laura and Louis were blood re- 
lations, born with the same surname. Sylvester repeatedly tried 
to bring them together symbolically through his thought and 
action. He continually asserted the common interests of Ger- 
many and America and acted to unite the increasingly diver- 
gent concerns of the two countries. And he worked long and 
hard to develop Freud’s conception of bisexuality into a the- 
ory of the unity of the sexes." 

Viereck’s preoccupation with sex is the final theme that re- 
curred through his life. In the early years of his manhood he 
may well have engaged in homosexual as well as heterosexual 
experiences, and intense friendships with “brothers” figured 
repeatedly in his life. Yet despite this affirmation of bisex- 
uality, he seems not in fact to have mistaken his own gender. 
His sexual liaisons appear to have been narcissistic exercises in 
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which he showed off to himself. The notion of bisexuality was 
for him a fantasy of sexual self-sufficiency, an excuse for his 
homosexuality, and a rationalization of his sexual failures with 
women. What he literally meant by bisexuality was the ideal 
perfection of being represented by the fusion of male and fe- 
male components in one person. His constant dwelling upon 
the theme—particularly in his poetry and novels—seems to re- 
late, beyond his narcissism, to his search for a unity of the pa- 
rental polar principles. As for his sexual failures, he advertised 
himself as a potent libertine yet confessed to an inability to 
find lasting or meaningful sexual love. A psychiatrist whom he 
consulted at the age of fifty-five reports that Viereck’s sex life 
was “a considerable bother to him. A sort of Casanova or Don 
Juan, he has travelled far and wide trying to find supreme sex- 
ual satisfaction and never quite achieved it.” A few years ear- 
lier he had undergone an operation developed by Dr. Eugen 
Steinach to enhance potency, and this “seemed to give him 
some help for a while in his effort at finding the fountain of 
eternal sexual youth.”’® 


Ou 


FLIRTATION WITH THE 
MUSE OF POETRY 


Remembering his adolescent years at a later date, Viereck 
wrote that “circumstances conspired to induce in me at all 
times the feeling that I was an exceptional being . . . that I 
was indeed a wonder child.” Two records support the recol- 
lection. A diary kept during his seventeenth year is filled with 
self-assertions, self-dramatizations, and the conviction that he 
is destined for greatness. In this diary he recorded his admira- 
tion of Oscar Wilde—also something of an adolescent pos- 
turer—and identified himself with the “deliciously unhealthy, 
so beautifully morbid” English poet. “I love all things morbid 
and evil,” he wrote. “I love the splendor of decay, the foul 
beauty of corruption.” His diary “began . . . in the spirit of 
self-esteem and it ended with . . . self-love. It displayed con- 
tempt for the ordinary usage of life and letters. It revelled in 
high-spirited ignorance of mere facts. It gloated in triumphs, 
petty and base.” 

When Sylvester was sixteen years old William Ellery Leon- 
ard, a young American scholar and poet, boarded with the 
Viereck family while attending Columbia University, Leonard 
had just returned from a sojourn abroad during which he had 
studied in Germany. He was anxious to maintain contact with 
the Germanic culture he admired. Referred to the Vierecks by 
one of his professors at Columbia, he quickly became an inti- 
mate member of the family circle. Although Leonard was nine 
years senior to Sylvester, he held the young “cerebral elf” in awe, 
sensing in him “the intensity of one destined for immortal re- 
nown.” Leonard later described Sylvester’s impatience when, 
on first entering the Viereck household, Leonard failed to take 
notice of the boy. Thrusting himself out from behind his moth- 
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er's figure at one point, Sylvester dramatically declared, “Ich 
bin ein Dichter; ich bin ein Dichter” 

The incident and the association with Leonard are revealing. 
The sixteen-year-old boy, after hiding behind his mother’s 
skirts, aggressively asserted himself to the outsider, in the role 
toward which all of his adolescent ambitions were directed. It 
was at the same time a childish gesture and an attempt to re- 
ject childhood. With his projected career as poct—frowned 
upon by his father and merely tolerated by his mother—the 
youth was grasping for autonomy. Leonard’s awe of the boy is 
a measure of the degree to which Viereck’s self-estimation pre- 
vailed in the household. 

The association with Leonard grew in significance, particu- 
larly when Leonard introduced Ludwig Lewisohn, a fellow 
student at Columbia, into the houschold. For a while the three 
young men became intimate, the two students serving as be- 
loved older brothers to Sylvester. They talked endlessly about 
poetry and life, and dreamed of the day when “we three will 
become the leaders of American literature.” When Leonard 
left to return to Germany the friendship between Viereck and 
Lewisohn intensified. Lewisohn shared with Viereck the ex- 
pense of issuing Viereck’s collection of sixteen poems in Ger- 
man. Soon afterwards he spoke of the “mature and serious 
artist in this defiant, engaging and at times irritating boy. A 
slight affectation of cynicism and of worldly wisdom sits not 
ungracefully upon him, but onc forgets and forgives it easily 
enough in view of the passionate sincerity of his best poems.” 
Subsequently, both Leonard and Lewisohn publicly lavished 
praise on Viereck’s poetry and contributcd significantly to the 
carly reputation he won as a poet. As for the young man him- 
self, the two older men “were to me, on the slippery slopcs of 
a new Parnassus, what Virgil was to Dantc.”* 

Sylvester attended City College from 1902 to 1906, com- 
piling an undistinguishcd academic record. During these years 
he regularly assisted his father with the latter’s work for the 
Berliner Tageblatt and often wrote articles or short stories for 
the New York Staats-Zeitung and othcr Gcrman-language pa- 
pers. But his aspirations centered upon a carccr as a poet, and 
he was resentful of attending long “German-American affairs” 
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for his father’s sake. By the time of his graduation he had pub- 
lished two volumes of German poetry and a collection of plays. 
Nineveh and Other Poems (1908), his first collection of poetry 
in English (translated from German originals), brought him 
instant and heady success. Already dubbed by Lewisohn “the 
only real German-American poet,” Viereck now received wider 
recognition. Even his severest critic could “not . . . deny any 
of the gifts that experts of two continents have conferred upon 
this singing and sinning youth.” Later Lewisohn would catalog 
him as “the most conspicuous American poet between 1907 and 
1914,” although he clearly exaggerated Viereck’s “liberating in- 
fluence on American life and letters.” Whether or not Viereck 
was, as the Saturday Evening Post observed in 1908, “the most 
widely discussed young literary man in the U.S. today... 
[and] unanimously accused of being a genius,” he certainly 
achieved a public acclaim, at the age of twenty-four, com- 
mensurate with his ambitions.* 

At this point Viereck made a deliberate decision to continue 
writing exclusively in English. Although he believed that he 
had written some of his best work in German, he “suffered from 
the gift of two languages . . . My American heart was at war 
with my German heritage.” He sensed the flowering of an al- 
leged Hohenzollern literary talent in himself. But “I consulted 
with friends on both sides of the ocean, and it was finally 
agreed that America, being poorer than Europe, needed me 
more. I decided to become an American classic.” With this 
good-humored egotism went more practical reasons for the de- 
nial of his German tongue. He wanted to have an American 
and not a German career. “The traditions of German poetry 
have affected me little,” he wrote. Lewisohn, too, thought that 
Viereck had “passed those years of his life which really counted 
in his artistic development on this side of the Atlantic” and 
looked upon Poe rather than Heine as a literary model. The 
great personal model of his career in letters was Wilde, whose 
impudence, genius, and mask of conceit established a persona 
that Viereck tried to emulate throughout his life. He was in- 
terested, too, in Wilde’s “bisexuality” and sympathetic toward 
the conflict between Wilde’s “psychic exhibitionism” and his 
“British sense of propriety.” 
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Under a veil of intelleetual speeulation and aesthetie experi- 
ment Viereek deals, in Nineveh, with experiences of sin and 
salvation repeatedly presented in sexual terms. The young poet 
describes himself as a lover who has lost his soul to the irre- 
sistible foree of sensual temptation, although he is still not in- 
sensitive to the higher bliss of virginal love. A poem entitled 
“Confession” poses the poet’s knowledge of “a witeh woman” 
whose dwelling place is a tropieal forest: 


A ripe fruit hangs in the sultry place, 

For whose savour a man counts all but loss, 
Forgetting even his mother’s face 

And the bleeding Head upon the Cross. 


Opposed to this is “the cool green moss of the northern wood” 
where a virginal maid awaits him. He confesses that 


. . I have walked where the sorceress dwells, 

Where poisoned blooms make the senses reel, 
And I have yielded me to her spells, 

And lost forever my soul’s true weal.® 


In The Candle and The Flame (1912), the poet has worked 
free of any guilt, has aeeepted evil as an “essential part of the 
cosmic scheme,” and devotes himself to celebration of the 
many forms of love. “Love is the only theme of the poets,” 
Viereck observed in reflecting upon his early verse. “God, pa- 
triotism and art may inspire the singer, but God and art and 
patriotism are merely sex in solution.” In the eourse of exalting 
human passion, he dwells upon sexual perversity and noneon- 
formity. He speaks of an eternal war between men and women, 
based upon the opposition of male and female prineiples and 
the conflict between these prineiples within eaeh individual. 
His language is deliberately erotic. Later he would insist that 
the “maleness” of the poet always was dominant in him as he 
wrote, and that his poems were “lyric orgasms.” Certainly they 
reveal his preoccupation with sex both as a struggle for mastery 
and as a quest for perfection. They reveal, too, his appropria- 
tion of the more pathologieal patterns of his father’s behavior. 
His obsession with polarities appears in repeated declarations 
of simultaneous attraction to opposing female “types”; to Lilith 
and Eve, to the earthy Helen of Troy and the ethereal blonde 
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Marguerite, to the Eternal Harlot and the Eternal Woman. 
Each attracts him and yet each is rejected as insufficient. He 
seeks constantly to imagine a third figure, the Woman in Scarlet 
(later Salomé), who will reconcile the polar feminine types 
and thus transcend their limitations. It is only this woman 
who can be worthy of the vigorous poet who is torn by “that 
hunger beyond the flesh / That only the flesh can appease 
in me.” 

If writing poetry became a way of adapting his sexual fan- 
tasies and regressive emotions to reality, his work during this 
period also stands as an aggressive critique of the puritanical 
strain in American life. The figure he cut as a poet and critic 
stood opposed to the genteel tradition in American letters, to its 
Victorian morality. In his typically flippant manner, he ob- 
served in 1907 that 


Life in America . . . is one mad struggle after respectability. Our God 
is not Mammon, but Mrs. Grundy. Our poets would rather win a wink 
from her spectacled eyes than feel the kisses of the nine muses trembling 
on their lips . . . In the State of New York the penalty for adultery is 
half that for spitting on the street, and I can find no other explanation for 
the anomaly than the assumption that the temptation to spit is twice as 
overpowering.® 


“I worked long and hard to acquire a bad reputation,” Vier- 
eck later remarked, as if he were performing a social service by 
creating an image that would shock Americans out of their 
hypocritical complacency. Yet there was to his posturing and 
desire to shock a more than faintly literary, derivative quality. 
He was deeply influenced by the European decadents—par- 
ticularly the German and English writers—and their passion 
for the exotic, perverse, and amoral aspects of experience. But 
his opposition to Puritanism derived less from moral principle 
than from the fact that Puritanism tended to cramp his personal 
style. Nor did the aesthetic freedom he demanded for the poet 
in America represent an internalized ideal, for he himself pro- 
duced no more than competent imitations of Wilde and the 
German decadents. His need was to construct a personal iden- 
tity out of the clash of the genteel and the radical. But the 
image of a vigorous and emancipated poet that he strove to 
project became, all too often, that of a mischievous, engaging 
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boy saying lyric-naughty things to his mother. His intellectual 
radicalism served essentially psychological needs. He wanted 
to shock America in order to draw attention to himself, not to 
make room for new art. Viereck shared a commitment to self- 
expression and a flair for iconoclasm with the younger genera- 
tion of poets who mounted the “Innocent Rebellion” in 1912. 
But he played no significant part in their movement, and just 
when they came into their annus mirabilis he decided to aban- 
don poetry.’ 

In 1908 Viereck made a pilgrimage to Germany. Subse- 
quently he wrote Confessions of a Barbarian, a best-seller in 
New York City in 1910, dedicated to his father and devoted to 
Germany. He declared himself uniquely fitted to interpret Eu- 
rope to Americans because the process of doing so involved the 
exploration of his own “twofold racial consciousness.” His book 
focuses almost equally on the shortcomings of American life 
and the virtues of German culture. In contrast to Minsterberg, 
who studied the German and American national characters as 
separate, external entities, Viereck placed his own divided self 
at the center of his analysis. This self he conceived of as a vig- 
orous youth of royal blood, superior gifts, and exalted destiny. 
He personified the two nations as seductive women vying for 
his fealty and affection, and his own posturc toward them is 
deeply erotic. “The German Empire,” he wrote,“ regards me still 
as her subject. She clings to me with the tenacity of a woman. 
I think she accuses me of desertion. A uniform, spick and span, 
and with brass buttons, is waiting for me. But I don't want it. 
Pd rather wear my bluc serge suit . . . I have politcly in- 
formed Madame that I am an American citizen, and that she 
can not, can really not count upon mc.” Later, aftcr returning 
to America, he saw himsclf as a “young Barbarian” who “hav- 
ing escaped unscathed from the Siren City, has rcturned to his 
pristine love. Marvellous tales he tells her, and circles her 
breasts with strange jewcls. And only somctimes in the night 
when, listless and uncomprehending, she slumbers beside him, 
his thoughts wander back to perfumed women with painted 
lips and wise, far away beyond the watery hills =" 

The book is shot through with polarities. Viercck presents 
himself both as a sophisticated aristocrat in his father’s image 
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and as a vigorous but crude representation of his adopted coun- 
try. He spurns the insistent charms of a German seductress and 
yet he pays repeated fealty to her wisdom in the ways of life. 
He returns to She-America, to the source of his vigor and to his 
“pristine” mother love. But her shortcomings are an insistent 
theme of the book, and his mind wanders constantly from her 
bed to the person of her rival. 

What Viereck found most attractive in Germany was the 
“superior” life of its arisocracy, bolstered by pervasive distinc- 
tions of rank and devoted to the highest ideals of art. He saw 
the German state as marvelously efficient and successful in 
purveying social welfare. He was impressed with the general 
level of manners and sophistication, and he believed the vir- 
tues of Germany to be superbly exemplified by the “individ- 
ualism” of Kaiser Wilhelm II. He ranked among Germany’s 
greatest cultural achievements the perception that passion 
rather than morality should govern sexual expression. Europe 
in general, he wrote, was far ahead of America in recognizing 
this truth. Nevertheless, he was not allowed to forget that he 
was inescapably an outsider: “My German friends tell me I am 
extremely American. They mean to imply that I am not an 
idealist. I admit that I have a bank account . . . Like most 
Americans, I am really a self-made man.” While he freely gave 
half his heart to Germany, the other half was filled with nos- 
talgia for the genuineness and “commonsense” of America. 
Viereck ended his hymn of praise for Germany with a descrip- 
tion of a joyous gathering of Americans at “the German Wal- 
dorf-Astoria” to hear the 1908 presidential election returns: 


That night I was unfaithful to Europe. My heart longed for America 
fiercely . . . Madame Europe, you are very wonderful . . . Columbia 
is very naive, I admit, but there is a certain charm in her inexperience 
. . . Thinking it over, I shall not keep house with you, Madame. Some- 
how, after all, my heart goes out to Columbia ... I shall teach Co- 
lumbia what you have taught me. I will not pose as a martyr. It really 
wasn't a matter of choice with me. I can’t help being an American. I am 
a son of this soil. Whatever I am, America has made me. My feelings for 
her are deeper than gratitude . . . But I am not sentimental. I am like 
the lover who is not blind to the faults of his Mistress. I hate and I love 
her. 
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I was never comfortable abroad. I sometimes seem to myself a cha- 
meleon—an inverted one. I always assume a color at variance with my 
environment. There was an ever-tangible barricr between Europe and 
me. The memory of home severed us like a sword. 


If Viereck eame to Germany to worship her as a prodigal son, 
he quickly found that his credentials did not entitle him to re- 
elaim his full eultural patrimony. But this did not really trou- 
ble him, for he already knew that his was an Ameriean soul 
and that his infidelity toward Ameriea was a eharaeteristic 
habit of mind, based upon a profound attachment. Europe— 
Germany—was a fantasy he might pursue through the rest of 
his life, but it never loosened the bonds that tied him to 
America." 

Viereek’s sensational suceess as a young poet and his grow- 
ing reputation as a eultural critic fed his ambition and conecit. 
He surrounded himself with a coterie of young admirers, in- 
cluding the intense neophyte poets Blanehe Wagstaff and Elsa 
Barker. One friend reealled at a later date that when he first 
met Viereck during their college days, he found a rather “un- 
couth” young man, “badly dressed and generally ‘gauche.’ 
Within a short period he became a great dandy, foppish in his 
appearance. He was then . . . [deeply into] his ‘Osear Wilde 
admiration’ period and liked to pose a great deal. He was ex- 
treme in his dress, wore velvet collars on his dinner coat ete. 
Anything to be different.” But this phase, too, receded as he 
eultivated the friendship of the eminently respeetable editor 
of Current Literature, Edward J. Wheeler, and was taken onto 
the magazine staff as Wheeler’s personal protégé. He beeame a 
close friend of fellow staff writers Leonard Abbott and Alex- 
ander Harvey, respectively seven and twenty years older. He 
was advised and aided in his career by Riehard Watson Gilder, 
James Huneker, William Marion Reedy, and Hugo Miinster- 
berg. Some of his elosest friends afterward admitted that he 
was a social climber, always pushing for signifieant contaets, 
espeeially among the rich and well-placed. Speaking of Viereek 
during these early days of success, Barker reealled, “Brilliant 
though he was, he was undcr a nervous tension whieh fore- 
boded some catastrophe . . . He had a unique but eccentric 
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character which would make him take strange and unaccount- 
able attitudes.” Like his idol Wilde, he presented a facade of 
brazen self-confidence that concealed deep inner tensions.’ 

The years 1911-1912 were a turning point in Viereck’s ca- 
reer. To begin with, his parents moved permanently back to 
Germany and he took over the editorship of Louis’s German- 
language magazine, Der deutsche Vorkaempfer, converting it 
into a German-language edition of Current Literature. Here 
began his long career as a businessman-editor and his increas- 
ing involvement in German-American affairs. Prior to this time 
Viereck had occasionally expressed “anti-German” attitudes 
and opinions to his closest friends. He confided to his biog- 
rapher that he now wished to atone to his father for his child- 
hood “rebellion” against his German-American background. At 
any rate he now began—in his father’s absence—to identify him- 
self strongly with the German-American community. At the 
same time, the frontier of the “new” poetry had begun to shift 
in the direction of greater experimentation, and Viereck’s po- 
sition as a pioneer quickly eroded. His second collection of 
verse, The Candle and The Flame, published in 1912, was not 
as well received as Nineveh. An edition of his collected writings 
in five skimpy volumes, also published in 1912, revealed the 
variety of his interests and talents but also how thin and diffuse 
was his creative accomplishment. By 1912 he had played out 
the role of poet for all it meant to him, without ever making a 
total commitment of energy and resource.’ 

“The spirit of America has eaten into my heart,” he an- 
nounced in his preface to The Candle and The Flame. “Wall 
Street is more interesting to me than Parnassus.” The uneven 
contest between ambition and aestheticism ended unfavorably 
for the Musc of Poetry. His lyric emotions had run ahead of 
the local poetic vocabulary, he rationalized, and he must wait 
“for America to catch up.” In calling it quits as a “lyric insur- 
gent,” he believed that he was assuring himself a niche in the 
pantheon of art, for in America true “poets . . . [must] deny 
poetry or leave the country.” Nevertheless, some of the poems 
in this volume were among his best. Most of them intone a 
Whitmanesque affirmation of all things relevant to man’s life, 
with a special emphasis on sensual pleasure. The afterimage of 
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the book is that of the poet as a pagan piper full of inflated 
passion—a state occasionally modified by a note of gentle self- 
mockery. But Viereck obviously sensed a diminution of his 
“lyric libido”—which he would later argue “was diverted by the 
[First World] war.” He also would claim that he had aban- 
doned poetry because “praise began to bore me.” In fact psy- 
chic tension had begun to wear him down. After his parents’ 
departure he turned from this adolescent mode of singulariz- 
ing himself and took up the task of succeeding his father. 
Seeking a new cause and a new role, Viereck attached him- 
self briefly to Theodore Roosevelt's campaign for the presi- 
dency in 1912. He did some campaigning and ran as an elector 
on the Progressive ballot in New York State. But he was pri- 
marily interested in Roosevelt, not in politics, and his involve- 
ment subsided after the election. Meanwhile he cast about for 
a larger enterprise with which to merge his unsuccessful Ger- 
man-language monthly. In 1912 Der deutsche Vorkaempfer 
was absorbed by The International, an avant-garde “little mag- 
azine,’ and Viereck became chief editor of the combine. The 
finances of the venture at first wcre extremely tenuous, and 
Viereck instinctively turned for aid to the community of Ger- 
man-Americans, whose wealthy and socially prominent mem- 
bers he had long cultivated. Paul Warburg obliged with a 
pledge of $5,000, and additional support came from Mrs. 
Philip Lewisohn, Mrs. Randolph Guggenheimer, Mrs. Samuel 
Untermeyer, Adolphus Busch, Gustav Pabst, and Otto Kahn. 
Both Roosevelt and Münsterberg assisted him in the raising of 
money. “I should have no difficulty in continuing the magazine 
as a purely aesthetic literary journal,” Viereck boasted to Miin- 
sterberg, “but I cannot continuc it with its present strong pro- 
German policy unless I get some German support.” The gen- 
eral idea behind the new publication, howevcr, was “not to 
make it purely a German-American magazine, because in that 
case its influence would be limited, but to make it a vital 
American periodical, with strong German affiliations.” By the 
end of 1912 Viereck had found the material and spiritual vo- 
cation that would dominate his life. He would be a writer- 
businessman, an influence on culture and politics, and a “vital” 
American publicist with inviolable ties to Germany.’ 
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At the beginning of 1914 the magazine still was financially 
insecure. It had only 2,000 paid subscribers, and some of those 
who furnished copy also contributed expenses out of their own 
pockets. Low on funds himself, Viereck considered abandon- 
ing it when he left for Europe in May 1914 to visit with his 
parents, When he returned in late July, the threat of war hung 
heavy in the air. The German invasion of Belgium shocked and 
dismayed most Americans, and placed German-Americans al- 
most instantly on the defensive. Their need for skilled spokes- 
men was evident. Viereck’s financial and emotional interests 
lay with them, and his special talents answered their greatest 
need. His energy and resourcefulness came into sudden focus 
as he met this extraordinary opportunity. Between 1914 and 
1917 Viereck achieved a position of some influence because the 
political expression of his psychological needs significantly ap- 
pealed to other German-Americans beset by a crisis of divided 
loyalties. 


Le 


DOMESTIC CRISIS 
AND WORLD WAR 


The First World War offered Viereck an opportunity to play 
out the conflicts of his emotional life in an arena larger than 
his personal relationships or creative abilities alone could pro- 
vide. His attachment to Germany always had figured conspicu- 
ously in his fantasy search for a father figure. Now, he wrote, 
“in fighting for Germany I was not merely defending the 
Fatherland but my father’s land.” Here, then, was a chance for 
triumphant atonement to his father. At the same time he could 
emulate his father as a political rebel, expand his own contacts 
among German officials residing in the United States, and hope 
to be rewarded for these efforts with prestige and money.* 

But the same ambivalence that had marked his feelings to- 
ward his mother underlay his attitude toward America. His 
earlier love-hate for mother was now transferred to the mother- 
land, and as American sentiment began to crystallize in favor 
of the Allies the alienating hate component of his attachment 
necessarily rose to dominance. When the German-American 
crisis began in 1914 it was not a question of choosing between 
his loyalty to Germany and his loyalty to America. He could 
not turn his back on his German fatherland. Yet his dependent 
attachment to America was equally insistent. The negative 
aspect of his feeling toward America, enforced by a need to 
play the rebel and by the increasingly hostile climate of pub- 
lic opinion, made him into a pro-German militant. His was not 
so much a crisis of national loyalty as a crisis of psychological 
adaptation. The strain upon him was deepened by his lifelong 
need to reconcile, in his own person, the two countries for 
which his parents stood.’ 

The Fatherland, a weekly newspaper Viercck founded in 
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August 1914, details the progress of his militant pro-German- 
ism to the time of America’s entry into the war. Together with 
each of three German-American friends, he put up an initial 
stake of fifty dollars to launch a newspaper that would hold 
up the German end of the war issues. There was no expecta- 
tion of financial profit at the outset, but a first edition (August 
10) of 10,000 copies was snapped out of the hands of street 
vendors (mainly German reservists) by news-hungry New 
Yorkers. Circulation mounted to a spectacular 100,000 by Oc- 
tober. A small office on Lower Broadway, donated by Mrs. 
Randolph Guggenheimer, was quickly abandoned for a suite 
of rooms housing thirty employees. Soon Viereck began to see 
himself as the “mouthpiece” or leading “representative of the 
Americanized—assimilated—German-Americans.” Besides ex- 
pounding the German point of view, The Fatherland took upon 
itself the tasks of exposing the malfeasance of the Allied coun- 
tries, revealing the prejudices and distortions of the American 
press, and rallying German-Americans in their own defense. 
In a letter to Münsterberg in early August 1914 Viereck pre- 
sented the paper as “a weekly of protest and information.” 
After the war he spoke of its “undiluted pro-Germanism,” 
claiming that it arose “spontaneously in response to a world- 
wide need” and “became the spokesman in the English lan- 
guage of pro-Germans everywhere.” 

Viereck’s early affiliation with the propaganda cabinet set 
up in New York by German agents under the leadership of 
Dr. Bernhard Dernburg, a German banker and government of- 
ficial, and Dr. Heinrich Albert, a German lawyer, supplied rich 
rewards of money and status. As holder of the “German-Amer- 
ican portfolio” in the cabinet he received about $40,000 be- 
tween 1914 and 1916. In addition, German agents bankrolled 
the various cnterprises of his Fatherland Corporation to the 
amount of $100,000, fully covering the cost of printing and dis- 
seminating pro-German books and generously purchasing ad- 
vertising space in The Fatherland to purvey these wares. They 
also underwrote the paper's free subscription list. Not satis- 
fied with ad hoc subventions, Viereck entered upon negotia- 
tions with Albert in 1915 for a regular monthly payment of 
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$1,750 in order to expand the size of The Fatherland and in- 
crease the circulation of The International. In a letter to Dern- 
burg, he argued, “I have certain knowledge of the psychology 
of the American public and certain connections which may 
make my advice of some valuc. In fact, I am of the opinion 
that The Fatherland and I have been able to place more facts 
before the American public from the German point of view 
than the entire German Information Service.” Lest he seem to 
be selling himself as a mercenary, Viereck was careful to add 
that his motives in giving aid were entirely patriotic: “I am 
personally of the opinion that this country is drifting into war 
with Germany . . . [and] as a patriotic American I would like 
to fight against any [such] policy . . . For that reason I would 
like to influence anybody whom I could possibly reach.” He 
may have added this note to impress Dernburg with the risks 
Germany was running. Or perhaps he meant, by emphasizing 
his own Americanism, to counter the suspicion that The Father- 
land had limited usefulness because it was widely held to be 
an “organ of the [German] Embassy.” At any rate he emphati- 
cally presented the paper’s position as a truly American one, 
which merely happened to coincide with German interests.‘ 
Albert and Dernburg were not ready to come to an agree- 
ment over additional aid without taking over the financial man- 
agement of the paper from Viereck and reaching an “under- 
standing regarding the course of politics which you will 
pursue.” When the New York World ran an exposé of Viereck’s 
negotiations with the German agents, he claimed that nothing 
had come of them. In the course of a later investigation Vie- 
reck admitted that it had been the German agents who were 
reluctant to go through with the deal (which, in its final stage, 
involved the purchase of stock in The Fatherland Corpora- 
tion). But when he wrote his “impartial” study of war propa- 
ganda in 1930 he described the situation very differently, re- 
calling through his own selective processes that “the editor of 
The Fatherland refused to submit to such control.” In point of 
fact the German agents, often embarrasscd by Viereck’s exces- 
sive zeal in the German cause—particularly his attacks on Wil- 
son—were undecided whether their best way of controlling 
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The Fatherland was to limit or to expand their financial sup- 
port. The World's exposé, not Viereck’s independence, ended 
the negotiations.” 

Nevertheless, in the early days of the war Viereck worked 
closely with members of the propaganda cabinet in New York. 
He attended meetings two or three times a week with Albert, 
Dernburg, Fuehr, and others to advise the German Informa- 
tion Bureau on matters involving American psychology and the 
molding of American opinion. He was assigned to the “aggres- 
sive” group within the propaganda cabinet, furnishing editorial 
matter and giving public interviews on a variety of subjects— 
especially the shipment of munitions—that were of special in- 
terest to the pro-German strategists. In the fall of 1914 he pro- 
vided personal services to the German officials as they began 
to assemble in New York, securing office space and staff per- 
sonnel for them and arranging salary payments. He set up in- 
troductions to prominent German-Americans and acted as a 
“go-between with the German-American wealthy class in the 
city of New York and throughout the country.” At the same 
time he kept a finger in several other propaganda operations, 
serving as a director of Jeremiah O’Leary’s American Truth 
Society, a militant anti-English organization which received a 
$10,000 subvention from the German government, and using 
his many connections with pro-German partisans to distribute 
printed propaganda material. Defending himself later against 
charges that he had “sold . . . [his] favors for German gold,” 
Viereck argued that “fighting, almost singlehanded, against the 
greatest combination of political power and finance ever ag- 
gregated in one camp, I turned for assistance to those to whose 
interest it was to help me. Is a reformer insincere because he 
accepts campaign contributions?’ 

Despite a mounting complex of involvements in the pro- 
German cause, Viereck’s chief vehicle of expression remained 
The Fatherland. In contrast to The International it provided a 
platform that could be used exclusively to air the international 
and domestic issues raised by the war. Strategically located in 
the news capital of the country, The Fatherland served as the 
primary English language outlet for the militant pro-German 
views that Viereck shared with many editors of German- 
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language newspapers and leaders of the National German- 
American Alliance. His editorials were widely reprinted in 
local German-language papers throughout the country.” 

The announced purposes of The Fatherland were threefold: 
to give the German side of the war story a fair hearing; to re- 
view the events of the war on a weekly basis, without bias or 
embellishment; and to expose the “misstatements and preju- 
dices” prevalent in the American press. In its early issues The 
Fatherland hammered away at the alleged misrepresentations 
and distortions of the “Germanophobe press.” A series of ar- 
ticles by German-American scholars such as Miinsterberg, 
Julius Goebel, and A. B. Faust warned readers that foreign 
correspondents feeding the American press were overwhelm- 
ingly Anglophilic, that certain American editors were delib- 
erately “malicious” in treating pro-German views, and that 
there existed a conspiracy of silence about German intentions 
and successes. The Fatherland attempted to right this wrong 
by running a weekly letter from Louis Viereck in Berlin and 
other less regular correspondence from prominent German in- 
tellectuals.® 

Under Viereck’s guidance the characteristic tone of the pa- 
per was belligerent and aggressive. A master of the art of in- 
sinuation, Viereck typically reprinted from a London news- 
paper a social note announcing that Secretary of State Bryan’s 
daughter had just married an English army officer involved in 
war relief work: the intention was to imply that Bryan himself 
was personally enmeshed in the British cause. Nor was Viereck 
above taking direct and deliberate liberties with the truth. On 
one occasion he ran an article in which the English poet Aleis- 
ter Crowley—posing as pro-British—admitted on behalf of his 
country that it had the lowest of vengeful motives in entering 
the war. The article, he alleged, was suppressed in England. 

The paper recurrently exhorted German-Americans to po- 
litical unity. Late in December 1914, coeditor Frederick F. 
Schrader wrote that if America did not become truly neutral 
then German-Americans must “pledge ourselves to stand to- 
gether to visit political retribution upon those in our eyes guilty 
of such evasion and infraction of the cthics of neutrality, re- 
gardless of party.” A cover page editorial on January 27, 1915, 
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enjoined German-Americans to “Organize, Organize!” so as to 
“break the power of England upon our government” and to 
secure neutrality, an embargo on arms, the election of sympa- 
thetic public officials, the restoration of the German wireless 
service, and the end of Allied loan flotations. Despite these 
calls to unity, Viereck considered a similarly militant weekly, 
The Vital Issue (later Issues and Events), to be a rival pub- 
lication, probably because it competed with him for German 
government funds.’ 

A series of favorable articles in The Fatherland on current 
German life was supplemented by Louis Viereck’s letters de- 
picting the kindness of German soldiers in France and the 
bravery of the Kaiser. The “facts” about the war, reported in a 
regular column by an unnamed “military strategist” (prob- 
ably one of the German attachés), told of repeated German 
victories, These aspects of the paper strictly adhered to the 
German propaganda line. But the review of American press 
opinion reflected Sylvester Viereck’s particular relationship to 
American life. 

While Louis Viereck told a mass meeting in Germany of 
widespread German-American support for the cause of the 
fatherland, his son was blaming pro-Allied “hate sheets” for 
forcing the German-Americans to consolidate as an ethnic 
group and “go into the arena of politics . . . to beat [pro- 
English warmongers] at [their] own game.” According to the 
younger Viereck, “We have no interest in the German govern- 
ment. In fact, the German government has often treated us 
shabbily. The German Empire as such is nothing to us. We are 
with America, right or wrong, at all times. We now propose to 
set America right . . . [Many] have ridiculed the hyphen. We 
shall make it a virtue.” Sylvester Viereck’s advocacy of the Ger- 
man cause was shaped by his peculiarly ambivalent attachment 
to America. His pro-German columns exalted the moral intcg- 
rity of the Central Powers in an attempt to give the lie to Eng- 
lish propaganda. But underneath their layers of purpose rested 
a fundamental commitment to America. “Celebrate George 
Washington's Birthday,” exhorted an advertisement in the pa- 
per, “by subscribing to The Fatherland.’ 
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Through 1915 The Fatherland increasingly sounded three 
leitmotifs with domestic political implications: anti-English 
propaganda, ethnic nationalism, and American neutrality. As 
part of its campaign against the British Empire, the paper 
dwelt on British seizure and detention of American ships and 
featured stories about Anglo-American conflict in the past. It 
urged a boycott of British goods and vigorously pursued pro- 
English partisans whether they were “sinister advisors of the 
President,” agents of the English government poisoning the 
American press, or “pathetic” cases like former Harvard presi- 
dent Charles W. Eliot. 

The Fatherland sought to develop a sense of group solidarity 
among German-Americans. To this end it fixed on both parts of 
the hyphenate designation: 


The love of Germans for the Fatherland is unquestioned, deep and abid- 
ing. Germany is the “Holy Land” of their faith and reverence, of undying 
affection and devotion. Loyalty to country is not merely fine sentiment 
to the German, it is a precious and universal privilege. This is not because 
of inherited nationalism or racial superstition. It is because of what Cer- 
many is and of what she has done... The German... rejoices in 
[Germany] because she represents to him the best in thought and action 
that has been attained among men. 


German-Americans thus were reminded of their superiority to 
those who chose to “dissolve their racial characteristics and 
ideals in a solution of colorless New England Puritanism.” 
Viereck argued that they made better Americans than their 
Anglophile compatriots because their sole interest in the war 
was to protect America through neutrality." 

Having incited ethnic nationalism among German-Ameri- 
cans, Viereck was quick to cash in on it. The Fatherland began 
to carry regular advertisements for enlarged photographs of 
German political and military heroes, offered a variety of Ger- 
man souvenirs for sale, and promoted the numerous pro-Ger- 
man books and pamphlets published by the Fatherland 
Corporation. Viereck pictured himself as a young David “trim- 
ming” Goliath. He announced that pro-Allied newspapers were 
losing circulation in New York City while pro-German papers 
were gaining. He attempted to secure lists of the German- 
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American clients of New York City banks, insurance com- 
panies, in order to mobilize protest against investments in Al- 
lied loans and munitions manufacturing.” 

The policy and practice of American neutrality was a cen- 
tral concern of The Fatherland from its beginnings to the time 
of American entry into the war. Viereck addressed the subject 
from two different angles, concentrating a major portion of his 
energies on a muckraking critique of the “money trust” and on 
the alleged pro-English bias of the President and his cabinet. 
Joined in its efforts by a number of peace advocates, Viereck’s 
paper hammered away at the “Morgan Ring.” He raised the 
already clichéd charge that the ring ran Wall Street, adding 
that it wished to protect its investment in Allied war loans by 
ensuring Allied victory and hoped to profit even more by fi- 
nancing an American war effort. And he found evidence of a 
munitions trust that further compromised American neutrality 
by placing profit from the sale of munitions above all other 
considerations. So vehement were his diatribes that in July 
1915 the New York Tribune accused Viereck and The Father- 
land of inspiring a bodily assault on J. P. Morgan, Jr., by a men- 
tally deranged man of German birth." 

Woodrow Wilson was the other major object of Viereck’s 
hostility. Charging that “in every controversy that has arisen 
during the war the decisions of the Administration, no matter 
on what grounds they are based, have invariably been injurious 
to Germany,” he laid the blame directly on the Chief Execu- 
tive: “President Wilson is a modern Janus. His neutrality has 
two faces. One, smiling, apologetic, is turned to Great Britain; 
the other, scowling, malevolent, glowers upon the Germans.” 
Although The Fatherland occasionally criticized Wilson for 
excessive firmness in dealing with the German government, it 
concentrated its fire on his weakness toward Great Britain, 
calling him “The Most Hyphenated American” because his 
background, education, and general orientation were English. 
Predicting a wholesale repudiation of Wilson’s leadership by 
German-Americans, Viereck argued that they were concerned 
not so much with Wilson’s anti-Germanism—they did not want 
to install a pro-German administration in Washington—as with 
his failure to act in the best interest of America. A poll of Ger- 
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man-American news editors conducted by The Fatherland in 
June 1915 revealed that 92 percent of those who had previously 
supported Wilson now were hostile to him.” 

Muckraking journalism and the thrust and parry of personal 
attack on Establishment leaders thus constituted one aspect of 
Viereck’s quarrel with the conduct of American neutrality. He 
gave his support as well to another, more positive approach, 
which originated among the German-American leadership: the 
movement for an embargo on arms. He believed that the par- 
ticipants in the Washington Embargo Conference in January 
1915 represented “moderate” German-American opinion. When 
Kuno Francke repudiated the ethnic separation implicit in the 
conference, Viereck bitterly criticized him. It was not that he 
disagreed with Francke on the inadvisability of a separate 
German-American party, he claimed, but rather that Francke 
harmed the pro-German cause by exposing it to public misun- 
derstanding. In this sense, Francke was a renegade." 

Crusading on its own for arms embargo legislation, The 
Fatherland tapped a deep stratum of support among German- 
Americans. It seized upon a genuine issue in the public debate 
over neutrality and presented a reasonable case with convic- 
tion. But on the other great issue of the first war year—the sink- 
ing of the Lusitania—the instincts of its editor were out of step 
with those of other German-Americans. To begin with, Viereck 
participated in the decision of German Embassy officials to 
place a public advertisement in the New York Times warning 
Americans of the danger of traveling on the high seas. Just be- 
fore the disaster occurred, he wrote an editorial in The Father- 
land alluding to the sunken American tanker Gulflight and pre- 
dicting that “before long, a large passenger ship like the 
Lusitania, carrying implements of murder to Great Britain, 
will meet with a similar fate.” In the face of these coincidences 
it was hard to convince an outraged American public that he 
was not guilty of foreknowledge of the disastrous event. In- 
stead of taking refuge in silence, Viereck joined the militants 
in defending the German action. He argued that the United 
States had neither legal nor moral grounds for protesting the 
sinking of the Lusitania, since it carried contraband as well as 
reserve troops. Furthermore, he charged that the American 
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passengers on board the ship had been exploited to cover the 
true purposes of the voyage. He called for the immediate im- 
peachment of Secretary of State Bryan on the ground that he 
had been negligent in protecting American lives after sufficient 
forewarning. After bitterly castigating Bryan for the language 
of the first Lusitania note, he had to reverse his stance quickly 
when Bryan himself broke with the administration over its sec- 
ond Lusitania note. He now hailed Bryan as a hero—and, per- 
haps self-consciously, extolled the German government for 
“not losing its head” in the first round of exchanges.” 

Meanwhile, a broad representation of pro-German partisans 
rallied in support of the President’s diplomatic conduct. Con- 
sidering the frequency with which Viereck claimed to put 
American interests before all other considerations, he was strik- 
ingly remiss in failing to see either the serious threat that sub- 
marine warfare posed to American interests or the tragic di- 
mension of the loss of lives involved. His own emotions were 
too closely bound up with his pro-Germanism for him to pro- 
mote it consistently at a rational level. Nor did he serve the in- 
terests of the German government on all occasions. Together 
with other militant spokesmen of the German-language press 
and the National German-American Alliance, he supported the 
agitation for an arms embargo well after the German govern- 
ment admitted the legality of the arms trade, and publicly 
criticized the principle of war loans at the very time when the 
German government itself was trying to raise money in Amer- 
ican 

On August 11, 1915, The Fatherland celebrated its first an- 
niversary with self-congratulations for the work of the year 
gone by and a firm resolve to extend its influence in the year 
ahead. In a public letter to Viereck, Münsterberg observed, 


The voice of The Fatherland has been heard from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific. You have not expected that its message would be approved in 
the turmoil of this hysteric year. If the world around us had been ripe for 
approval, your courageous work would have been superfluous. You must 
be satisfied with the fact that everybody recognized your sincerity and 
strength . . . The time will come when true American patriots will see 
not only your sincerity, but also your wisdom, your fairness, and your 
great service to America’s future. 
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But the celebration was short-lived. On August 15, the New 
York World covered half its front page with revelations of Ger- 
man undercover activity that deeply implicated the editor of 
The Fatherland. The story of the capture of a briefcase belong- 
ing to Dr. Heinrich Albert is typical of the bad luck and fum- 
bling indiscretion that dogged German agents and of the way 
in which they were outmaneuvered at every turn by British 
Intelligence and the American Secret Service. On July 24, an 
agent followed Viereck and Dr. Albert aboard the Sixth Avenue 
El in New York. After Viereck got off the train, his companion 
apparently lost himself in reverie. Startled when the train drew 
into his station, he hastily made an exit, leaving behind a brief- 
case containing plans and proposals for German propaganda 
and sabotage activities. Shortly thereafter these documents 
were turned over to the New York World. 

Although the documents contained no evidence of activity 
liable to prosecution, they did contain several wild and im- 
probable schemes, which Albert claimed had come to him 
without solicitation and which he could not have taken seri- 
ously, The documents created a protracted sensation as the 
World launched their serial publication. Viereck and Albert 
protested vehemently that no lawbreaking had been exposed, 
only propaganda efforts aimed at securing fair play for Ger- 
many. Viereck’s response to the revelation of his attempt to 
win additional financial support for The Fatherland from Al- 
bert was that he had done nothing incompatible with his 
American citizenship. The Fatherland had been a going con- 
cern before either Dernburg or Albert arrived in Amcrica, he 
argued, and their subsequent subventions neither influenced 
nor controlled its policies.’ 

British Intelligence scored anothcr coup in August 1915 when 
it captured documents that included a letter implicating 
Austro-Hungarian Ambassador Constantin Dumba in fomenting 
strikes among Hungarian munitions workcrs in America, and 
detailing the involvement of German attachés Franz von Papen 
and Karl Boy-Ed in sabotage activities. Although they did not 
involve Viereck directly, these revelations too had the effect of 
discrediting his pro-German activities. He came to the defense 
of Count Dumba, arguing that the ambassador was only try- 
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ing to get Austro-Hungarian nationals out of munitions work, 
and decried the ambassador’s subsequent recall, claiming that 
he had been dismissed on a pretext because he was “too skill- 
ful <2 

As the unsettling year of 1915 drew to a close, Viereck took 
steps to refurbish his “pro-American” position by supporting 
Wilson’s version of preparedness, submitted to Congress in De- 
cember. He drew solace from the prospect of German-Ameri- 
can influence to be wielded in the forthcoming presidential 
nominations. It was “inconceivable,” he announced, for any 
nominee to win the election in 1916 without the support of 
German-Americans. And despite the bad publicity he received 
for his connections with the German propaganda agency in 
New York, he continued to work in close cooperation with Ger- 
man agents. In March 1916, Viereck, Albert, and Fuehr jointly 
hired a Washington correspondent who sent Viereck weekly 
letters about “the probable policy” of the government and the 
plans and opinions of government officials, This information, 
reworked by Viereck, was printed in The Fatherland and ulti- 
mately transmitted to Berlin. In addition, Viereck and Bernard 
Ridder, president of the New York Staatszeitung, jointly dis- 
tributed a semiweekly letter offering “confidential” informa- 
tion to the editors of the German language press.! 

Washington and the contest for the presidency drew increas- 
ing attention from The Fatherland after the party conventions 
in June 1916. Just prior to the Republican convention, Viereck 
and Schrader announced their opposition to Roosevelt. But 
their pleasure in the nomination of Charles Evans Hughes was 
cut short when Roosevelt mounted a hyphen-baiting campaign 
on Hughes’s behalf. At the same time, Bernstorff put pressure on 
Viereck to abandon his attacks on Wilson. Despairing of the 
“rabid” German-Americans, Bernstorff argued that their viru- 
lent assaults on the President embarrassed him in his dealings 
with the State Department. Viereck softened his stand to such 
an extent that some were convinced The Fatherland actually 
supported Wilson. But deep-seated hostility toward the Chief 
Executive finally prevailed for Viereck as for most militant pro- 
German partisans, He later wrote that “I was sorry for the Am- 
bassador, but I could not permit my regard for him to interfere 
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with my civic duty.” Despite the Republican candidate’s re- 
fusal to commit himself on the issues of most concern to him, 
Viereck gave his support to Hughes.” 

On the day of the election Viereck expressed supremely 
hedged confidence in the power of the German-American vote: 
“Whoever is elected, it has been a triumph for German- 
Americans. If Mr. Wilson is defeated, the hyphen is the hatchet 
that has decapitated his hopes. If Mr. Hughes is defeated, he is 
defeated because he permitted his Machiavellian adviser, 
Theodore Roosevelt, to drive the German-Americans into the 
Wilson camp.” The major issue in the election, as Viereck saw 
it, was whether or not Americans would allow Great Britain to 
blacklist their merchants, to loot their mails, and to block their 
commerce with neutrals and their noncontraband trade with 
belligerents. It was, of course, entirely wishful thinking to 
imagine that this was the central issue. Viereck so perceived 
the election out of a need to stir his own indignation and thus 
keep dominant the hostile component of his adjustment to 
America. His political alienation found constant expression 
through the first two years of the war in the belligerent tone of 
The Fatherland and in freeswinging assaults against America’s 
fealty to the British Empire, America’s money and munitions 
trusts, the American press, and the Anglophile President. He 
approached all issues aggressively. Rather than urge leniency 
toward Germany on Wilson in the Lusitania crisis, he attacked 
Wilson for being soft with England. On the day of the 1916 
election, when most Americans responded to the widespread 
desire to keep out of the war, Viereck dwelt on England’s ag- 
gressiveness and spoke of “decapitating” Wilson’s hopes. His 
need to pick a fight expressed itself too in fantasics of intel- 
lectual and moral potency. It was he, he claimed, who most cf- 
fectively championed the cause of the underdogs at home and 
abroad, and it was he who singlehandedly cut the pro-English 
press in New York City down to size. He believed that he 
could take Albert’s money and hold Bernstorff’s influence at 
bay because he was fundamentally incorruptible. His dreams 
of German-American political power—with himself as leader— 
appeared in vengeful threats to punish enemies of the pro- 
German cause. Once the results of the 1916 election were in, he 
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found it impossible to relinquish his belief in German-Ameri- 
can power and, in a quick reversal of position, argued that the 
German-Americans themselves had elected Wilson in response 
to the Democratic slogan “he kept us out of war.”?3 

After the election as before, Viereck used every device he 
could to stir his readers to political activism. Early in February 
1917, just after the United States broke off diplomatic relations 
with Germany, Viereck mounted a special plea to his readers 
to wire the President and members of Congress on behalf of 
peace rather than to remain quiet in the face of this potentially 
tragic turn of events. Through February he experimented with 
new names for his weekly paper in an effort to find the right 
words to convey the Americanness of its position and to avoid 
misunderstanding as to the priority of its allegiances. The New 
World lasted for only one issue, because it was discovered that 
a Catholic periodical published in Chicago had the same name. 
Next he tried Viereck’s New World, and settled finally upon 
The American Weekly. At the same time he changed the name 
of his book-distributing agency from The Fatherland Corpora- 
tion to Viereck’s Library. This agency employed about eighteen 
traveling salesmen who carried booklists of some variety, in- 
cluding Shakespeare, among their essentially pro-German war 
books. Later it was alleged that these salesmen functioned as 
distributors of German propaganda, that they were not self- 
supporting as salesmen, and that sixteen of them were aliens.” 

Late in February, Viereck’s paper carried an article by Wil- 
liam Ellery Leonard that constituted its last vigorous avowal 
of a strictly pro-German position. Leonard argued that pro- 
German sentiment at this time was in the best American in- 
terest because it aimed to keep America out of the conflict; pro- 
Allied sentiment, on the other hand, would give the country 
over to war. On March 1, publication of the Zimmermann tele- 
gram—a message from the German Foreign Secretary propos- 
ing an alliance with Mexico and future territorial spoils if war 
broke out between Germany and the United States—evoked 
indignant disbelief from Viereck and the editors of the German- 
language press. He declared it to be a British forgery: “It is im- 
possible to believe that the German foreign secretary would 
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place his name under such a preposterous document.” When 
Alfred Zimmermann himself confirmed the telegram, Viereck 
realized the severity of the blow that had been dealt to pro- 
Germanism: 


The friends of Germany lie on no bed of roses, and not all the thorns are 
planted there by the Allies. If the German government allies itself with 
our foes, then, no matter how eamestly we may be convinced of the 
fundamental justice of the German cause on the original issue, we have 
come to the parting of the ways . . . When Germany, even tentatively, 
proposes an alliance against the United States to Mexico, she deals a 
cruel blow to Americans of German descent. 


Yet he went on to argue that Germany had every right to pre- 
serve herself first and that the intent of the telegram was to 
“provide a eounterstroke to meet a declaration of war” from 
an increasinglly bellicose United States government.” 

After the United States formally deelared war on April 6, 
1917, Viereek continued to avoid eondemning Germany and 
to dwell on the original sin of the Allies in starting the war. 
German-Americans, he wrote, would enter the war on the side 
of America and not in support of the Allies: “We shall . . . 
register a dissenting opinion, and then prepare ourselves to 
serve our eountry to the best of our abilities . . . under no ob- 
ligation to inelude the Allies in our prayers.” His support of 
Ameriean involvement was qualified by the eluster of eritieal 
opinions and interpretations of the nature and origin of the 
war that had characterized his pro-Germanism. At the mo- 
ment when a final eommitment to America was required of 
him, he chose to emphasize that his allegianee did not inelude 
a dependeney component—in the guise of either Anglophilia 
or unqualified patriotism. Less militant pro-German sympa- 
thizers at this point developed their own rationalizations of 
support for the war in terms of a distinetion drawn between 
the worthy German people and their “evil” rulers.?° 

Viereek continued to think of himself as the leader of a group 
whose special interests persisted into the postdeelaration pe- 
riod. In May 1917 he announeed the formation of Viereck’s 
Agrieultural Bureau for the Unemployed and solieited dona- 
tions from his readers in order to help find farm work for un- 
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employed aliens. In a letter to his parents in Germany he 
boasted that “in this way [Germans and Austrians can be] . . 
of the greatest aid to the United States without undertaking 
any kind of work which, from the point of view of the Father- 
land, can be construed as lending aid to the enemy.” He also 
set up Viereck’s Legal Information Bureau, which offered free 
legal advice on subjects related to war conditions.” 

Again pleading the special interest of German-Americans, 
Viereck repeatedly asked that they be granted the right of con- 
scientious objection to military service. They would be glad 
to serve, he asserted, as farm labor, in the Red Cross, in home 
or coastal defense, or in Mexican patrols, but should not be re- 
quired to serve at the war front. Basing his position on the men- 
tal anguish that conscription caused German-Americans, he 
cited stories of suicide attempts by young German-American 
men faced with the prospect of fighting their German kin. He 
opened the pages of The American Weekly to a discussion of 
the issue of German-American exemption, claiming the support 
of such public men as Senator Charles Thomas of Colorado, 
Congressman William L. LaFollette of Washington, and Wil- 
liam Jennings Bryan, as well as leading German-American fig- 
ures such as Theodore Sutro, A. B. Faust, Kuno Francke, J. A. 
Walz, and August Heckscher. According to one unfriendly 
observer, Viereck boasted that he had arranged for an exemp- 
tion resolution that Congressman Frederick A. Britten of Illi- 
nois planned to introduee in the spring of 1917. The proposal 
was widely criticized in the American press, and a number of 
irritated German-Americans, among them Bernard Ridder, be- 
lieved that it reflected exceedingly poor judgment.” 

Viereck carried a number of his predeclaration themes into 
the war period, finding evil in the Actions of Great Britain, 
criticizing American vassalage to England, and recalling the 
virtues of German life. He also published feature stories on 
prominent isolationists and explained that the new slogan of 
his weekly paper, “America first and America only,” meant that 
“we are for America, but not for the Allies.” But increasingly 
he dwelt on the persecutions and restrictions of free speech 
suffered by German-Americans. Dramatizing himself as an ex- 
ample, he continually reprinted news items that abused him. 
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The idea was to show how far above insult he was—and to revel 
in the notoriety he had achieved.”° 

The American Weekly expcrienced little censorship; only 
one issue was withdrawn from circulation under pressure from 
the Post Office Department because of an article criticizing 
“entangling alliances” and describing Wilson as a hypocrite. 
But Viereck himself was expelled from the Authors League in 
July 1918, and from the New York Athletic Club in August 
1918. After the passage of the Espionage Act in June 1917, his 
offices were raided and copies of the pro-German publications 
of Viereck’s Library confiscated. In April 1918, when Senator 
Gilbert M. Hitchcock of Nebraska came up for the chairman- 
ship of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, a letter he 
had written to “My Dear Viereck” in connection with plans 
for an arms embargo was used to discredit him. The Deputy 
Attorney General of New York State and the congressional 
committee investigating the National German-American AL 
liance documented Viereck’s financial and advisory connec- 
tions with agents of the German government, giving rise to a 
“campaign of unprecedented violence” against him in the 
spring and summer of 1918.2° 

New York Deputy Attorney General Albert Becker revealed 
that in addition to the more than $100,000 paid to Viereck be- 
fore 1917 by German and Austrian officials, he had collected 
over $100,000 through his Agricultural Labor Relief Bureau. 
According to Becker, Viereck had agents traveling through the 
country raising money on a 25 to 40 percent commission basis. 
These agents’ records showed gross receipts of over $100,000. 
Becker charged that only a “handful” of aliens were actually 
aided by the bureau and that most of the money went into 
Viereck’s pocket. According to the testimony of May Binion, 
Viereck’s secretary, he took $700 per month in salary as head of 
the organization and paid $400 to $500 per week to The Amer- 
ican Weekly from bureau funds for advertisements. She also 
contradicted Viereck’s claim that he had assisted in relocating 
five thousand aliens by reporting that he “rarely had the people 
who wanted jobs.” Viereck denied these charges but could pro- 
duce no records in his defense. He did admit, however, that 
$26,000 of the money raised was used to publish books and 
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pamphlets. Despite evidence that he had personally drawn off 
large sums, Vicreck insisted that the bureau operated at a 
loss.’ 

An investigator for the congressional subcommittee con- 
ducting hearings on the National German-American Alliance 
charged that Viereck’s bureau was actually a refurbished ver- 
sion of one founded earlier by Hans Liebau to oversee the 
withdrawal of German aliens from war industries. It was also 
claimed that the Alien Women’s Relief Bureau, which Viereck 
had established through the offices of The American Weekly, 
was a front for the continuation of German information-gath- 
ering services. Later Viereck attempted to ridicule these 
charges by reporting that some people believed his Agricultural 
Bureau functioned as a training center for spies. But the clear 
indication was that hc had been devious in writing a four-page 
declaration of loyalty to Wilson on April 17, 1917; that he was 
far from “through” with the Germans and had not “burned his 
bridges,” as he claimed, once the United States entered the 
war. A “Mama and Papa” letter which Viereck wrote to his 
parents in May 1917 was introduced into the hearings: its com- 
promising statements included one recommending that the 
elder Viereck, now living in Germany, call upon Albert or 
Fuehr if he needed any help because both of the German of- 
ficials were “under obligation” to the younger Viereck. He was, 
of course, swaggering, but a number of newspapers mistook 
the swagger as evidence of a continuing and sinister liaison 
with the German government.”” 

The congressional subcommittee heard testimony linking 
the Alliance to liquor interests and alleging that its leaders fos- 
tered racial separatism and foreign allegiance among German- 
Americans, Having worked closely with Alliance leaders, Vier- 
eck was tarred by the general charges. Following a precipitous 
decline in branch membership, the National Alliance voted to 
disband in the spring of 1918. Viereck began to feel seriously 
the effects of adverse publicity. His papers were boycotted at 
newsstands; his verse was dropped from anthologies and his 
name from Who’s Who. He allegedly was refused life insurance 
by forty different companies, and his writing commissions 
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dwindled. He claimed that his employees were approached 
by investigators and tempted “to bear false witness.” 

In Mount Vernon, where he moved into his father-in- 
law’s home with his wife and two young sons, a real estate 
broker sent a letter to the local newspaper saying that the 
community did not want a resident who thought America was 
barbaric and the Kaiser a hero. According to Viereck, an angry 
mob menaced the family in August and caused him to flee into 
hiding in New York City, leaving his family behind. He regis- 
tered at the Hotel Savoy, only to be asked to leave after one 
week because of complaints from other guests. This misad- 
venture was repeated at the Hotel Netherland, and he finally 
took refuge again in Mount Vernon, While in hiding he re- 
quested police protection for visits to his family. During the 
first few years of the war Viereck had taken delight in the no- 
toriety accruing from his unpopular pro-German position. In 
1917 his pleasure stiffened to obstinacy. He wrote to his anx- 
ious mother, “I can take jolly care of myself. I can snap my 
fingers at .. . [my persecutors], because I am independent 
intellectually and financially.” 

But Viereck was deeply affected by his expulsion from the 
Poetry Society of America. Ostensibly he had quit his career 
as a poet after the publication of The Candle and the Flame 
in 1912. Nevertheless he published a third volume of poetry, 
Songs of Armageddon, which met with a frigid reception in 
1916. The volume contained three groups of poems: love lyrics, 
memorials, and political pieces. The latter group, praising the 
German people and their Kaiser and charging the United States 
with an ugly betrayal of its German-American citizens and a 
silent complicity in the war, stirred considerable hostility. 
Where the book was not received with contumely and abuse 
it was ignored, to Viereck’s chagrin. Later he blamed “the war 
psychosis” for its reception, but he confessed that his wartime 
experiences destroyed his ability to write poetry by straining 
his self-confidence and causing him to lose faith in his own im- 
mediate responses to the world—responses on which his poetry 
was based. Yet he was not prepared to abandon either the psy- 
chological autonomy or the social status among American peers 
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that his successful career as a poet had won for him. Member- 
ship in the Poetry Society had been central to his identification 
of himself as a significant figure in American literary culture. 
He saw little difference among his roles as literary insurgent, 
social critic, and political rebel, and he could not understand 
why the two earlier roles had been rewarded with sophisticated 
appreciation while the last met with implacable disapproval. 
He was prepared to forgive popular anti-Germanism as a war- 
time aberration and expected a quick restoration of his stature 
on the American cultural scene. He had, after all, been a 
founding father of the Poetry Society and nursed a “filial affec- 
tion” for its president, Edward J. Wheeler. This double rejec- 
tion—of his own fatherhood, and by an admired father figure 
—"Tent an emotional color to [his] quarrel with the Poetry So- 
ciety” that seemed disproportionate to the event itself.34 

After the public disclosure of Viereck’s involvement in Ger- 
man propaganda, the Executive Committee of the Poetry So- 
ciety requested his resignation at the behest of forty of the 
society's members. Viereck refused to leave; instead he de- 
manded that the Executive Committee itself resign and ran 
short items in The American Weekly heaping ridicule upon the 
society leadership. He was encouraged in his antics by a small 
group of sympathizers within the society. Shaemas O’Sheel led 
an ill-starred insurrection on Viereck’s behalf at a full meeting 
of the society in November 1918, but he could muster no more 
than six votes to condemn the action of the Executive Com- 
mittee. A subsequent vote of the membership showed an over- 
whelming majority in favor of expulsion. Viereck claimed that 
a “band of literary war profiteers”—referring to Hermann Hage- 
dorn’s Vigilantes—engineered the whole affair, “I am con- 
soled,” he declared, “by the fact that our greatest American 
poets, Edgar Allan Poe and Walt Whitman, were not members 
of the literary coteries of their day.” His primary concern was 
to present himself as the object of persecution even as an 
American poet.®® 

Public repudiation of the German-American Alliance and the 
threat of suppression of the German-language press broke 
down the centers of German-American organization. The ar- 
rest and detention of German aliens spread fear within the com- 
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munity—a fear considerably enhanced by private and quasi- 
official acts of violence. For German-Americans, the experience 
was chastening, Straining to prove their loyalty to America, 
they disengaged themselves from public controversy and gave 
their support to the President. 

Viereck, too, was deviled by these concerns. Whatever emo- 
tional and material opportunities the war offered him, the 
years from 1914 to 1919 exacted a toll. He had been a young 
bachelor before the war, with a wide circle of friends and ad- 
mirers, a respectable position as a poet, and the prospect of a 
new calling as a businessman-journalist. After the war he was a 
middle-aged husband, the father of two smal] children, with an 
unsavory reputation and a shattered career. Many former friends 
and associates severed connections with him because of his 
wartime activities. For almost three years he had spoken to 
many of the concerns that weighed upon German-American 
citizens. But the virtual collapse of the German-American com- 
munity by 1918 left him without a significant audience.?® 

Separation from his parents was a constant source of anxiety 
—especially when, after 1917, communication became difficult. 
In February 1918, he wrote to them begging Laura Viereck to 
keep a diary of “her feelings and thoughts,” which he might 
hope to read at a later date and thus not lose that sense of con- 
tinual intimacy with her which he held so dear. At the war's 
end he could expect to reestablish this intimacy. But the re- 
establishment of his status in America seemed (at least to 
him) to require a lifetime of self-justification.*7 


8... 


PEACE AND THE 
SECOND COMING OF WAR 


On August 14, 1918, Viereck published the last issue of his pa- 
per as a weekly. Henceforward it would continue as Viereck’s 
American Monthly. He cited by way of explanation the in- 
creased costs of labor and material as well as the lack of adver- 
tising. By 1918 the paper was operating at a loss. Obviously its 
financial base was weakened by the withdrawal of German 
funds and the loss of subscribers after America’s entry into the 
war. But for nine more years Viereck persisted in his attempt 
to be counted as a leader of the disintegrated German-Ameri- 
can community and in his war-born habit of using political 
symbols to express his emotional conflicts. 

Several months after the Armistice, Viereck was confidently 
professing pro-Germanism once again. The American Monthly 
was pro-German, he asserted, where American interests were 
not involved, but for America when American and German in- 
terests were in conflict. He proposed a Deutschland Irredenta 
Committee which would look to the redemption of lands taken 
from Germany in the war settlement. Playing to the one issue 
which continued to evoke widespread sympathy among Ger- 
man-Americans, he organized a Feed Central Europe Depart- 
ment through which food might be purchased and sent to starv- 
ing Germans. The food enterprise, by Viereck’s own admission, 
turned a handy profit on commissions from wholesale grocery 
houses.” 

One measure of the fear and disarray of German-Americans 
in the postwar period was their notable passivity in the public 
debate over the peace settlement and the League of Nations. 
Viereck’s was among the few German-American voices to pro- 
test against the Versailles Treaty. From 1920 through 1924 his 


George Sylivester Viereck ... 163 


American Monthly worked over the old issue of the wars 
causes and the new one of its settlement. Viereck argued that 
Wilson was guilty of plotting American entry into the war from 
the very beginning; he ran an article by Edmund von Mach 
claiming that Germany had not lost the war on the battlefield 
but had voluntarily surrendered because of Wilson’s false peace 
promises; he carried anti-British pieces by Shaemas O’Sheel 
and others and lashed out against the corruption of the French 
press. Beginning in April 1921, he attempted to exploit Ameri- 
can racism by complaining that the French army used “ne- 
groid” troops in its occupation of the Rhine. He alleged that the 
French government condoned fraternization between black 
men and white women in order to demoralize the Germans. He 
printed an inflammatory picture of racial mixing and reported 
on meetings held to protest this “Horror on the Rhine.” 

In 1920 Viereck refused to print an article by his father criti- 
cizing German anti-Semitism, on the ground that it would not 
be seemly for the American Monthly to publicize Germany’s 
delinquencies. His major concern now was to combat the dis- 
unity of the German-American community. Criticism of Ger- 
many, however well founded, would defeat his purpose. Reject- 
ing another article by his father, this time about the ex-Kaiser, 
Viereck explained that it was not favorable enough. Perhaps 
the German people were not ready to restore Wilhelm II, he 
suggested, but the readers of the American Monthly were.* 

The disruption of the German-American community threat- 
ened Viereck. He believed that hc had been “almost deified by 
the pro-German minority” during the war, and now struggled 
to hold his “following” together. He did so in two ways: by 
keeping vivid the memory of persccutious suffered during the 
war and stirring indignation through sensational revelations, 
and by promoting a revival of group organizations and appeal- 
ing to the interests that German-Amcricans continucd to share. 
According to him, one of the causes of German-American dis- 
unity was factionalism among its leadership. He himself fell 
into a bitter quarrel with Bernard Ridder, cditor of the New 
York Staatszeitung, over the minor issue of whom to support 
for a vacant ambassadorship to Austria. He argued that it was 
Ridder who tried to scuttle a united front among German- 
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Americans, preferring to see leadership devolve on German- 
language newspaper editors rather than a developing central 
organization. In his jealousy of Ridder he accused him of being 
a “professional German-American,” one who used his affilia- 
tion for his own purposes without being pro-German, and of 
informing on German-Americans to the Secret Service and the 
Justice Department." 

In February 1922 Viereck was called to testify at hearings 
connected with a $500,000 libel suit brought by Mayor William 
Hale Thompson against the Chicago Tribune. Thompson 
claimed that he had been falscly linked with German propa- 
ganda activities. In the course of the hearings many of the old 
stories about Viereck’s financial dealings with the Germans 
were aired again. He seized the opportunity to defend his prop- 
aganda work during the war in the pages of the American 
Monthly, and to recapitulate his exposure to slander and char- 
acter assassination. He said of The Fatherland: “Our little 
magazine was the rod upon which every storm of jingoism and 
anti-German hysteria discharged its lightning.” 

But Viereck could not live entirely in the past, though mem- 
ory stirred his wrath and served up images of himself as a 
mighty David holding the forces of evil at bay. For a while he 
dwelt on the vindication of victimized German-Americans. 
There was the example of Edmund von Mach’s lawsuit against 
the Macmillan Company—settled for damages out of court in 
1921—for reneging on an agreement to publish a collection of 
official diplomatic documents relating to the war’s outbreak. 
There was also the case of Henry Albers, who was arrested in 
1918 for expressing pro-German opinions under the influence 
of alcohol. Under the Sedition Act, Albers was sentenced to 
two years in prison and fined $10,000. In April 1921 the United 
States Supreme Court set aside the lower court decision and 
dismissed the sentence, whereupon the American Monthly 
took occasion to proclaim the injured virtue of all German- 
Americans.® 

But old grievances and new vindications would not suffice 
to rebuild German-American power and position, as Viereck 
well realized. In 1919 he became one of the founders of the 
Steuben Society, which championed the civil rights of German- 
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Americans. Its membership, according to Viereck, was open to 
those individuals who “never betrayed or denied their race.” 
In 1920, Viereck and von Mach tried to organize a nationwide 
Committee of 96 to mobilize German-American political opin- 
ion. In 1921 he became a member of the Executive Board of 
the newly formed (and Chicago-based) German-American 
Citizens League, the chairman of its eastern branch, and the 
editor of its official English-language organ. The Citizens 
League intended to function as a national Bund, tying together 
other lesser organizations much as the National German-Amer- 
ican Alliance had done. Its constitution called for efforts to re- 
vive German language usage and the dissemination of Kultur. 
But the special goal of the new organization was to involve its 
members in American politics. At a preelection convention in 
1920—which Viereck attended—the league threw its support to 
Harding because of his opposition to the League of Nations. 
At the time Viereck wrote, “Between Harding and Cox we are 
for Harding. We do not hate Cox. We do not love Harding. But 
we mean to repudiate in no uncertain terms the party tainted 
by Wilsonism.” Soon afterward Viereck privately confessed 
that he himself preferred Eugene Debs, for “as a man and as a 
fighter” Debs was superior to both of the regular party candi- 
dates.” 

The American Monthly launched a variety of appeals to 
German-Americans in the hope of stimulating their shared in- 
terests. A regular column was supplied by Louis Viereck with 
notes, culled from papers across the United States, of particu- 
lar interest to the German-American community. Readers were 
urged to boycott English and French goods, support the move 
for full restitution of property seized by the Alien Property 
Custodian, and protest against the relief work directed by Her- 
bert Hoover—whose promise of eight million dollars for Ger- 
man relief had never materialized, according to Viereck. But 
such causes were not likely to draw a substantial response from 
a community heartily sick of the war and its domestic political 
repercussions.® 

In 1921 Viereck began to launch other, less political appeals. 
He offered the American Monthly as a collection agency for 
funds to feed needy German babies and nursing mothers. He 
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organized the Fatherland Freight Forwarding Department to 
send small packages to Germany and Austria by parcel post; 
Viereck’s Wireless Service to purchase combination food pack- 
ages for delivery in Central Europe; and the Fatherland Im- 
port Department through which his readers could aid Germany 
by purchasing imported gifts—including German police dogs 
with pure pedigrees. He continued to purvey books on subjects 
of interest to German-Americans and offered tie-in subscrip- 
tion deals with magazines published in Germany. He became, 
in his own phrase, a “professional German-American,” for he 
was not above running articles predicting an industrial boom 
in postwar Germany at the same time that he operated an in- 
vestment and security counseling service that recommended 
German industrial bonds. And his attacks on Hoovers Euro- 
pean Relief Council were featured alongside advertisements 
for his own relief agencies.’ 

In 1919 Viereck published an extraordinary little book, 
Roosevelt: A Study in Ambivalence, ostensibly a study of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt but in actuality an extended apologia. As a per- 
sonal confession it is notably lacking in any sense of culpability. 
It is, in fact, an act of aggression. In his thirty-nine-page in- 
troduction (the text itself ran only an additional ninety-two 
pages) Viereck spoke of a conspiracy by an “invisible govern- 
ment” of writers and reviewers to ignore and discredit him. 
What, he asked, was the source of this rancor? Recounting the 
many charges hurled at him in the course of his career, he dis- 
missed them all. Had he defied too many conventions as a 
writer of verse and prose? Certainly not: “My sins against Mrs. 
Grundy are not held against me. Mrs. Grundy secretly loves 
me. She absolves me because she does not understand me.” He 
saw no reason why his involvement in politics should have 
diminished his standing in the literary community, nor why his 
accepting German money for a cause he believed in should 
have disturbed anyone. It was not his pro-Germanism that 
brought him disrepute, for he was pro-German from the be- 
ginning of his career and no one had ever held it against him. 
The crux of the matter was his Americanism, his firm insistence 
on the independence of America from Great Britain. The 
“silent government” that now dubbed him a heretic held the 
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interests of England above those of America and bitterly re- 
sented his support for “America only.” To the “vengeance of 
the Invisible Governors” he attributed the rejections and per- 
secutions he had sustained after 1917: “Officials were found 
who, prostituting their brief authority for private political gain, 
poisoned the public mind, not by prosecuting mc—there was 
no basis for prosecution—but by publishing piecemeal the dis- 
torted testimony of dismissed and discredited agents, of scoun- 
drels and scalawags. Bureaus . . . burnt midnight electricity 
at the expense of the public to encompass my ruin.” But de- 
spite the slanders heaped upon him he had, like the martyred 
Hugo Miinsterberg, stuck with his principles to the end. 

Viereck then turned to a psychoanalytic interpretation of 
Theodore Roosevelt. The format was a convenient one for re- 
playing some of the major issues of the war period, and this 
time coming out victorious. More important, it provided Vie- 
reck with an opportunity to project his own psychological con- 
dition onto his subject. He centered his analysis on Roosevelt’s 
“bipolarity” and emotional ambivalence: 


He was at once the Progressive and the Reactionary. He was Sophist and 
Rough Rider, Simple Simon and Machiavelli, rolled into one. He was 
more English than George V., more imperialistic than the London Times; 
yet he hated the English from the depth of his heart, he despised them, 
and, to use his own phrase, he patronized them. He was at once the 
faithful Patroclus and the treacherous Apache. He loved the Germans 
and bitterly denounced them. His attitude toward Wilhelm II was 
equally ambivalent. He admired the Hohenzollern, yet had no kind word 
for him . . . We cannot explain [Roosevelt] without the theory of am- 
bivalence. 


Viereck argued that the deep ambivalence he himself felt to- 
ward Roosevelt was a function of the object rather than the 
subject: “Every popular hero is both hated and loved by his 
followers.”!! 

His personal relationship with Roosevelt, Viereck revealed, 
went far back into his past. His father had written about 
Roosevelt's student year in Germany and had been an ardent 
supporter of Roosevelt in the early days of Progressivism. He 
himself at first had professed a youthful cynicism toward 
Roosevelts “championship of the Simple Lifc.” But even then 
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his “dislike . . . arose . . . from a spirit of filial opposition.” 
Later on he warmed considerably toward the Rough Rider. 
Roosevelt complimented him on his verse and lent a hand in 
raising funds for the conversion of Der Vorkaempfer into a 
German edition of Current Literature. In those days—or at 
least on those occasions—Roosevelt appeared to have strong 
pro-German and anti-English attitudes. Only through watching 
and listening to Roosevelt, Viereck claimed, did it first dawn 
upon him that “antipathy against Great Britain [was] . . . the 
quintessence of Americanism.” 

A fervent Progressive in 1912, Viereck continued to enjoy 
the friendship of Roosevelt until irreconcilable differences of 
opinion over the war intervened. Knowing that Roosevelt could 
never be neutral about anything, Viereck expected him to 
champion the German cause. His disappointment was pro- 
found. He complained bitterly to Roosevelt that “in spite of 
your reputed friendship for the Kaiser, you did not have one 
word to say for him personally when this obscene campaign 
of vilification was started in the American press.” Roosevelt, 
annoyed at the charge of hypocrisy, replied, 


You made it evident that your whole heart is with the country of your 
preference, for Germany, and not with the country of your adoption, the 
United States. Under the circumstances you are not a good citizen here 
. . . As far as I am concerncd, I admit no divided allegiance in United 
States citizenship; and my views of hyphenated-Americans are those 
which were once expressed by the Emperor himself, when he said . . . 
that he understood what Germans were; and he understood what Ameri- 
cans were; but he had neither understanding of nor patience with those 
who called themselves German-Americans. 


Viereck’s rejoinder was that under the circumstances his Ger- 
manism did not divide but doubled his Americanism, for “the 
interests of this country are identical in this present conflict 
with the interests of Germany. They are not identical with the 
interests of England which now . . . has actually declared 
war on American commerce.”?® 

More than a year after this heated exchange, Viereck wrote 
to Roosevelt again criticizing the latter’s course, and offering 
the advice that “those who oppose you now are probably bet- 
ter friends and citizens than those who . . . [have led] you 
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up a blind alley.” Much later Viereck was to imagine that “my 
indignation solidified the German element against TR. The 
recognition that the German vote was lost to him deprived 
Theodore Roosevelt of the nomination in 1916. He now became 
my relentless opponent... he frequently attacked me, 
though suppressing my identity, for fear of making the welkin 
ring with my name.” In the last chapter of his Roosevelt 
“study” he represented the ex-President as having inspired the 
persecution of German-Americans with “fanatical zeal” and 
“brushed the skirts of disloyalty” through his irresponsible 
words and deeds. Possessed by hatred, “the windows of his 
mind . . . filled with distorted shapes,” Roosevelt ceased to 
be himself. Now Viereck became compassionate: 


When I realized that he was blinded in one eye, when I remembered my 
glimpse of his pain-wracked face, I understood. Tortured and disap- 
pointed, grief-stricken by the loss of his son, goaded by false friends, his 
body in perpetual anguish, his mind in perpetual irritation, TR was him- 
self no more . . . The preacher of race conciliation transformed himself 
into the Grand Inquisitor of Americanism, smelling treason everywhere, 
casting the eye of suspicion in every direction.14 


Such was the picture of Theodore Roosevelt in Viereck’s 
mind: a man bigger than life, with high spirits to match; a man 
of bipolar interests and contradictory emotions, like Viereck 
himself; a man with whom, before the war, he had shared a 
definition of Americanism as incorporating hostility toward 
England and admiration of Germany. When Roosevelt re- 
jected Germanism as incompatible with Americanism, Vier- 
eck’s response to the conflict thereby created for him was typi- 
cally ambivalent: “I hated and I loved him, as Catullus did his 
mistress. His feelings towards me must have been equally con- 
tradictory. He was both my generous friend and my relentless 
foe. If I attacked him bitterly the arrow intended for him en- 
tered my heart. Praising him, I spoke in strident accents, in 
order to drown the secret misgivings, the latent hostility, the 
hidden distrust in my bosom.” 

Viereck’s study of Roosevelt clearly was designed to afford 
him psychological release. It had also the larger purpose of re- 
viving his good name and position in postwar America. The 
last twelve pages of the book were devoted to favorable re- 
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views of his prewar works of poetry and prose. His reputation 
as a writer, he argued, must be held separate from his involve- 
ment in politics. It was, after all, as a poet that his American 
status had been established and legitimated. By reviving that 
identity he hoped to reestablish his respectability. At the same 


time he was not prepared to abandon his conception of himself 


as a leader of the hyphenated community. The book summed 
up Viereck’s attempt to vindicate his dual national allegiance 
on the ground that neither loyalty excluded the other. 

To reestablish his repute as a poet he brought out two pam- 
phlet collections of his earlier work, instructing his readers 
that in its time his poetry was “the lyric battering ram of the 
New Movement in American letters.” Ineffectual as this at- 
tempt may have been, Viereck’s public reputation benefited 
considerably in the twenties from disillusionment with the war 
and from the growing vogue for revisionist literature—which he 
featured in the American Monthly—on the origins of the con- 
flict. He later appeared to some as a determined war resister 
who “refused to be stampeded by the hysterical propaganda of 
that time.” Gradually, opportunities revived for his journalistic 
talents—especially his flair for sensationalism—and he became a 
popular writer for the Saturday Evening Post, the Hearst pa- 
pers, and Liberty magazine, which he served as an advisory 
editor for ten years. He specialized in writing anti-Communist 
articles and interviewing prominent European figures.’ 

_ In 1928 he “aided” the Empress Hermine, who had married 
the Kaiser in 1926, in telling her life story. Together they pro- 
duced a sentimental romanticization of the ex-Kaiser’s marriage 
and exile. Out of his magazine writings he compiled books 
about the war and its heroes and, in 1930, a collection of inter- 
views with thirty-two great men of Europe. In the same year he 
published Spreading Germs of Hate, a study of German, Eng- 
lish, and American propaganda efforts during the war. Stressing 
“the authenticity of my data and the impartiality of my pres- 
entation, Viereck insisted on the essential Americanness of 
his point of view. Yet his criticisms of the German effort were 
merely technical. Defining propaganda as the attempt to put 
across a point of view regardless of the truth, he argued that 
there was no real German propaganda in World War I because 


George Sylvester Viereck ... 1714 


German agents were concerned exclusively with presenting 
the “facts.” Written in the third person, the book suggested 
that its author had achieved an impartial position above the 
passions of battle. In his preface he stated that 


I fought for what I deemed the right. 

I saw the Truth. I was her knight. 

My foemen, too, were thus aflame, 

Blind chessmen in the obscure game 

Of some malign divinity. 

Now, with unfolding eyes, we see 

The paradox of every fight, 

That both were wrong and both were right, 
That friend is foe and foe is friend, 

And nothing matters in the end. 


Viereck’s “impartiality” consisted of admitting opposing views 
equally and uncritically. He apparently equated moral objec- 
tivity with moral neutrality." 

By 1928 Viereck seems to have abandoned his ambition to be- 
come a German-American leader, In the first place, the wartime 
community seemed unrecoverable. Its few self-conscious sur- 
vivors did not turn to him for guidance. Viereck had seen in 
Robert LaFollette’s 1924 presidential candidacy an oppor- 
tunity for German-Americans to press their grievances. But 
his vigorous advocacy seems to have exerted little influence. 
Indeed, his celebrated intimacy with the German Kaiser irri- 
tated and embarrassed even those stalwarts of the Steuben 
Society who shared his commitment to LaFollette. 

After 1924 he tried to broaden the circulation of the Ameri- 
can Monthly by introducing a wider range of material with a 
less intensely German focus. But the result was only to dis- 
courage his old German readership without attracting a new 
following. In 1927 he sold the journal, declaring in his parting 
editorial that his battle for fair play had been won and that he 
wished to return from politics to his original calling, the lit- 
erary life. At this time he was already making more moncy as a 
foreign correspondent and feature writer for the Hearst, Mac- 
Fadden, and Lorimer publications than from his own journal. 

The next year Viereck published the best known and most 
widely sold of his creative writings. He had conceived the idea 
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behind My First Two Thousand Years: The Autobiography of 
the Wandering Jew as far back as 1914. He dabbled with it 
through the war years but was dissatisfied with his partial 
manuscript and unable to bring it to completion. Essentially, 
the book was to be a psychoanalytic interpretation of Man. It 
would chronicle the significant and recurrent experiences of 
Eternal Man through the course of human history, revealing 
his attempt to surmount mortality and his search for an ideal 
fulfillment in bisexuality. Cartaphilus, the Eternal Man of the 
final version, is a gifted Jew, a contemporary of Christ, who 
has reached a stage in life (at the age of thirty) where nothing 
has meaning or purpose for him. He is cursed with immortality 
for taunting Jesus, and not until he perceives the task of find- 
ing an ideal synthesis of the male and female principles does 
life take on significance for him. The book consists of a series 
of loosely knit episodes recounting Cartaphilus’ varied sexual 
adventures and his search through history for his ideal. He is 
presented as an image of the truly sophisticated modern man 
who understands and readily explores the female component 
in his own nature.’® 

For several years Viereck tried unsuccessfully to interest 
publishers in the project and to enlist the aid of a collaborator. 
In 1924 he finally met the man who would bring the book to 
fruition. Paul Eldridge was a few years younger than Viereck. 
He had lived abroad, was a teacher of Romance languages in 
New York, and had written minor verse, fiction, and plays. The 
two men formed an intense friendship. According to Viereck, 
he was “‘the father’ in our intellectual relationship”; Viereck’s 
were the “emotional and intellectual experiences,” which 
Eldridge brought into focus and articulated. Their relationship 
was a critical device for releasing Viereck’s creative energies, 
and he thought of the book as truly the “child” of its authors. 
“Somehow,” he wrote, the book “needed a double parentage.” 
My First Two Thousand Years was Viereck’s first creative en- 
deavor since the abortive Songs of Armageddon in 1916, and 
he pinned great hopes on its publication. Despite poor reviews 
the public was excited by its pornographic content. It was a 
bestseller in 1928, reached the half million sales mark in 1929, 
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and by 1930 had gone through twelve printings and was being 
translated into several languages.” 

Encouraged by this success, Viereck turned in 1981 to a 
more direct contemplation of his inner passions, My Flesh and 
Blood: A Lyric Autobiography consists of selections from his 
earlier published verse, with elaborate annotations of an auto- 
biographical nature. Part of its purpose was to present himself 
as a poet of stature and historical importance. But it was funda- 
mentally an exercise in self-exposure. Under the guise of self- 
psychoanalysis, Viereck exploited the facts and feeling of his 
private life to the point of exhibitionism. The primary image he 
held of himself was that of a masculine poet preoccupied with 
the transformation of libidinal energy into poetry. His “lyric 
libido” had been merely “diverted . . . by the war”: “I am 
not, I never was, concerned in the question of war guilt. Irre- 
spective of the rights or wrongs of the case, something in me 
leaped instinctively to the defense of my Aces. el am su 
prised by the spirit of righteousness which pervades my war 
poems . . . My righteous indignation represents an infantile 
regression.” Reflecting on his life history, he drew himself as a 
personality split by “duality of affection” or polar tendencies. 
He dwelt at length on his Oedipal relationship to his parents 
and on his poetry as an exploration of his bisexuality. He re- 
counted his sexual adventures, affirming that “nothing is evil 
or shameful in itself” yet noting in himself certain “idiosyncra- 
sies and... inhibitions . . . [that] dampen the ardor of 
plural amours.” He proclaimed the doctrine of sexual relativity 
and libertinism, though in retrospect he found that he himself 
had made a clear choice between the chaste “Blond Margue- 
rite” (an allusion to his wife) and the amorous “Helen of Troy.” 
But even his single clear choice was not one-sided after all, 
since he claimed that for him the Blond Marguerite represented 
Eros and Lilith in combination. With these tensions went one 
of another character, between the “constructive moods” of pas- 
sion and the “destructive self-analytical attitude,” between out- 
going feeling and ingoing thought, which Viereck could re- 
solve only by exhibiting himself in both postures at once. His 
self-destructive antiintellectualism was to appear later as an 
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element in his sympathy for the Nazis and in his ambivalent 
attack upon the intellectual “liberators” of modern thought— 
Galileo, Luther, Rousseau, Darwin, Marx, Freud, and Ein- 
stein—who constituted, according to Viereck, The Seven 
against Man.” 

In My Flesh and Blood Viereck speaks, too, of his search for 
an ideal father, of his filial affection for Roosevelt, the Kaiser, 
Miinsterberg, and the poet Edward Wheeler. Throughout the 
book Viereck asserts the centrality in his own history of his 
“lyric” or libidinal life. He thereby succeeds in minimizing the 
import of his political activities in the war, by then long past, 
and in supporting his self-image as a gifted poet. The book 
ends with a selection from the best reviews of his poetry, in- 
cluding the introduction provided in 1922 by Professor Eduard 
Engel for the German edition of his poems, Ironically, that in- 
troduction paid greatest tribute to Viereck’s political past. “The 
History of German-America,” Engel wrote, “will accord Vie- 
reck a still higher place than Carl Schurz, who, after all, was 
not subjected to so hard a trial . . . In German hearts, Viereck 
will always be enshrined as the poetic exponent of the high 
courage, the unselfishness, and the loyalty of the race—in very 
truth a hero and a bard.” 

One measure of Viereck’s success in redeeming his public 
reputation was the commission he received in 1930 from Colo- 
nel Edward M. House to use the latter’s personal papers for a 
study of Wilson and House: The Strangest Friendship in His- 
tory. Viereck’s denunciation of Wilson in the immediate post- 
war period had been loud and bitter. But in the course of study- 
ing the Wilson-House correspondence, his attitude toward 
Wilson was “revolutionized.” Where once he had seen a vil- 
lainous Anglophile, he new perceived “a tragic and solitary 
figure,” genuinely devoted to the cause of peace, and martyred 
—not unlike Viereck himself—by the course of events.22 

Despite his apparent break with the past, 1933 found Vie- 
reck still privately concerned with German-American affairs. He 
wrote to House of the considerable German-American support 
for Franklin Roosevelt and of his feeling that “recognition 
would consolidate their support of the administration. It 
would probably help keep the German clement definitely in 
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the Democratic fold.” And once again, Viereck went on the 
payroll of the German government. To Dr. Hans Dieckhoff of 
the Nazi Foreign Office he wrote, “There is . . . nothing that 
pleases me better than if I can serve the cause of world peace 
by interpreting German events to my own countrymen.” Later, 
as his involvement deepened, he formulated his calling differ- 
ently: “The son of a German father and an American mother, I 
always regarded it almost a consecration to interpret the land 
of my fathers to the land of my children.”2* 

German propaganda activities in the United States from 
1933 to 1941 bore little resemblance, in practice, to those from 
1914 to 1917. If the Nazis hoped to organize German-Ameri- 
can support for American neutrality once again, they did not 
reckon with the changes that had occurred in the German- 
American community. They were, in fact, unable to locate a 
significant German element in the United States. The prewar 
Germans had been largely assimilated. The German-language 
press, which numbered 750 publications in 1904, had declined 
to 225 by 1924. By 1940 there were only 118 papers; most were 
weeklies and monthlies with small circulations and all were 
undoubtedly bolstered by the postwar immigration of more 
than half a million Germans between 1920 and 1940. 

Many publications were vocally anti-Nazi. Prominent Ger- 
man-American Jews such as Samuel Untermeyer, who had been 
active in or sympathetic toward the German cause before 1933, 
were alienated by the anti-Semitism of the Nazi regime. The 
German Ambassador himself reported in 1938 that “not more” 
than a third of German-Americans retained German traditions 
or participated in German-American organizations, “and of 
that number many were hostile to Nazism, a majority were in- 
different to politics, and only an infinitesimal fraction were 
Nazis.” The former German-American community neither pub- 
licly supported nor visibly aided Nazi propaganda work in any 
significant degree. Once burned, German-Americans looked 
with suspicion on any organization that would identify them 
with the interests of a foreign government.”! 

Nevertheless, propaganda efforts on behalf of National So- 
cialism were initiated even before Hitler claimed the German 
chancellorship. The Friends of New Germany, under the lead- 
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ership of Heinz Spanknoebel with the cooperation of Otto 
Kiep, the German Consul in New York, gained control over the 
German veterans’ organization and the United German So- 
cieties of New York. By 1935 it claimed a membership of 
10,000. But when a congressional investigation in 1934-1935 
exposed its activities, the German government ordered all Ger- 
man nationals to withdraw from it. Sixty percent of its mem- 
bers accordingly retired, and it collapsed. In 1936, remnants 
founded the German-American Bund under Fritz Kuhn, a 
German-born adventurer who came to the United States in 
1927, was naturalized in 1933, and was convicted of embezzling 
Bund funds in 1939. Although it became the most influential 
pro-Nazi group in America and received support from German 
agencies, the Bund did not take orders directly from the Ger- 
man Reich. It stressed the German language, German culture, 
and “militant practices,” and claimed a membership of 25,000 
at its peak. Bund activities provoked such criticism that it, too, 
proved an embarrassment to the German government. Public 
opinion in the United States—unleavened by any sizable pro- 
German sentiment—grew far more hostile to Germany by 1939 
than it had been in 1917.75 

Viereck met Adolf Hitler in 1923 and was “dazzled” by him. 
He found the Nazi leader to be a “widely read, thoughtful, and 
self-made man,” destined for great things. Years later he saw 
him as the heir of the “Kaiser’s party,” the man who was saving 
“Germany from disruption and Europe from Bolshevism.” The 
rise of Hitler offered proof of the insanity of the Versailles set- 
tlement and revived for Viereck the old issues of Germany’s role 
in Western Europe—with the promise that this time his pro- 
German position would be fully vindicated. 

But Viereck’s interest in “interpreting Gcrman events to my 
own countrymen” and in aiding the cause of National Social- 
ism served a more parochial purpose than saving the world 
from Bolshevism. Viereck had been all but wiped out in the 
stock market crash of 1929, and was severely pressed financially 
for several years thereafter. In 1931 he began to work on Nazi 
contacts in the German government and the German consulate 
in New York, encouraging them to launch a propaganda effort 
in America that would counter anti-Nazi sentiment. The Ger- 
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man Consul in New York paid him $500 a month “for four or 
five months” to supply general advice and editorial work on 
pamphlets. He edited the statements of Nazi party figures on 
a variety of subjects, and later published them in a volume 
called Germany Speaks. And he administered “several thou- 
sand dollars” provided indirectly by the German government 
to facilitate the transport of American correspondents assigned 
to Germany.”° 

In 1933 he succeeded in engineering a contract between the 
German Tourist Information Bureau of New York (represent- 
ing the German railways) and the public relations firm of Carl 
Byoir and Associates for the promotion of German tourism. 
Byoir’s firm would receive $6,000 a month for eighteen months; 
Viereck’s cut was $1,750 a month—of which $750 represented 
his commission for procuring the contract. For his thousand- 
dollar monthly salary Viereck would supply editorial advice. 
One of his chief projects was assisting in the publication of the 
German-American Economic Bulletin, whose ostensible pur- 
pose was to encourage trade between the two countries. For 
its first issue, Viereck put together a collection of American 
press clippings favorable to Hitler. He later claimed that, as far 
as he knew, the source of Byoir’s money was the Tourist Bu- 
reau and not the German government. But it is virtually cer- 
tain that he had direct knowledge of the tie-in between the 
Tourist Bureau and the German government, and he may even 
have been aware that several months prior to the Byoir ar- 
rangement Goebbels had written to the Tourist Bureau giving 
“detailed and explicit instructions specifying the political uses 
of tourist and economic propaganda.”2” 

Viereck could not have been innocent of the implications of 
his work. By 1934 he had established direct relations with the 
German Foreign Ministry in Berlin. He filed numerous reports 
with the ministry, including detailed descriptions of the 1934 
McCormack-Dickstein congressional investigation of Nazi ac- 
tivities in the United Statcs. In January 1935 he traveled to 
Berlin to consult with Nazi officials about improving America’s 
image of the German Reich and tried unsuccessfully to secure 
$50,000 to quiet Kurt Ludecke, an ex-Nazi agent who threat- 
ened to expose German propaganda in the United States. He 
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continued to hide behind a mask of virtue by clinging to the 
literal truth that he “never received one penny from Hitler.” 
To this evasion he added, however, “there is no one in the 
world from whom I would take money more willingly .. . 
[for] it is nice to be paid for doing the things you believe in.””* 

While Viereck was not a Nazi, he was strongly drawn to the 
“new men” of Germany and their “regeneration” of the father- 
land. Hitler was only one of a long succession of strong men 
who attracted him. And his partisanship for Germany had such 
deep unconscious roots that it had become a reflex action, Once 
again he failed to perceive any conflict of interest or ideals be- 
tween his fatherland and his motherland, and once again he 
devoted much of his considerable energy to reconciling and 
integrating their divergent concerns. In 1935 the renowned 
psychoanalyst A. A. Brill, who had known Viereck for twenty 
years and had heartily agreed with his position in the First 
World War, observed that his stand on “Hitlerism convinces 
me that he is a very neurotic personality, too tied to the past 
to see beyond very small horizons.” Demonstrating that this 
involvement with Hitlers Germany went far beyond financial 
arrangements, Viereck published a short fictional parable in 
1938 that contrasted the virtues of fascism and democracy. It 
expressed a preference for American democracy, to be sure, but 
extolled the “social welfare” and “order” of the German form 
of government as ideals for America to ponder and emulate.?® 

Viereck’s support of the Nazis in the early thirties did not 
arouse any dangerous criticism or pose any moral dilemma for 
him. But he was soon caught up in a swirl of controversy over 
Hitler's anti-Semitic policies, a volatile issue in America. Ger- 
man-American groups such as the Steuben Society at first de- 
nied reports of Jewish persecutions and tended to see the or- 
ganized boycott of German goods and the hostility of Jewish 
organizations as attempts to revive the anti-German hate prop- 
aganda of the First World War period. Pro-Nazi elements, in- 
creasingly on the defensive after 1933, tended to adopt the 
party line that Jews had brought persecution upon themselves, 
that they were identical with Communists, conspirators, and 
“enemies of God.” The issue quickly became a matter of do- 
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mestic controversy, which focused almost as much on the role 
of Jews as on Nazi policies.*° 

Viereck himself had never revealed prejudice toward Jews, 
but his involvement in the German cause was so deep that he 
went far in defending Nazi anti-Semitism. He convinced him- 
sell by 19396 that there is now a Jewish-Communist reign of 
terror in this country.” At first he tried to warn influential Nazi 
leaders that anti-Jewish actions alienated Americans and Ger- 
man-Americans and were therefore “impolitic.” But soon he 
was arguing that the Jews had provoked Nazi reprisals and 
that American Jews were bent upon war with Germany. In a 
letter to Ambassador Dieckhoff he observed that the American 
government was overly influenced by Jews, and that anti- 
Semitism could not be too significant in Germany since only 
one percent of the population was Jewish. Thereafter his moral 
obtuseness and his willingness to believe in conspiracy meshed 
neatly to produce, in effect, an anti-Semitic outlook. Many of 
his Jewish friends and supporters of the First World War era 
had shared his views on Germany; when they later took issue 
with Nazi policies, they became part of the conspiracy to per- 
secute him and the German cause. 

Viereck’s need to justify Germany—and, by extension, him- 
self—took precedence over all other attachments and commit- 
ments. He had often written of the Jewish “race” in the past, 
but largely to praise a quality of “psychic adaptability” which 
he saw in himself. He had a wide circle of Jewish acquaint- 
ances, among whom he numbered some of his intimates and 
idols—Alfred Rau, Ludwig Lewisohn, Paul Eldridge, Sigmund 
Freud. But he was not deterred by these friendships—any more 
than he had been restrained by the loss of pro-Allicd friends 
in 1914—from frecly defending German policics. Viereck’s ul- 
timate defense of Nazism was that “it is not a question of eth- 
ics; a great nation must live.”?? 

From 1936 to 1940 Vicreck was a “ubiquitous factotum” of 
pro-German propaganda. He lent cditorial assistance to the 
head of the American Fellowship Forum, a pro-Nazi organiza- 
tion ostensibly devoted to American neutrality. He held a con- 
tract with the German Library of Information (sponsored by 
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the German Consulate in New York), which paid him $500 a 
month to edit Facts in Review, a weekly newsletter that from 
1939 to 1941 brought the Nazi version of European affairs to a 
readership numbering 100,000. He was cited as the “most val- 
uable liaison agent” by the German Foreign Office's Informa- 
tion Section for a variety of services, including weekly reports 
on and advice about American opinion that were sent to Hans 
Dieckhoff in Berlin. And he served as “a principal intermediary 
for the [German] embassy in a host of matters,” including the 
cultivation of isolationist senators and congressmen whose 
franking privileges were used for the distribution of propa- 
ganda (often written by Viereck) that had been inserted into 
the Congressional Record. He took over the fledgling Flanders 
Hall publishing house in 1940, using German government 
money for the production and distribution of anti-British and 
pro-Nazi books and pamphlets. A few of the texts were sup- 
plied directly from Berlin. He later admitted that he received 
$15,000 from the Germany Library of Information between 
January and July 1941 and a net income of $55,000 from Ger- 
man “principals” for an unspecified eighteen-month period. 
Through all of his connections, Viereck probably received close 
to $200,000 in German funds, a substantial portion of which he 
retained for salary and expenses.** 

Viereck’s deepening financial involvement with the German 
government started in the fall of 1939, a few months after a 
bitter quarrel over politics with Fulton Oursler, the isolationist 
editor of Liberty magazine. The magazine had been the chief 
source of Viereck’s income as a free-lance writer. But Oursler’s 
isolationism did not extend to sympathy for the Nazis, and he 
was reluctant to print Viereck’s increasingly extreme views. 
Despite his emotional and financial involvement with the Ger- 
man cause, Viereck nevertheless continually insisted that he 
had not, in fact or in spirit, compromised his American citizen- 
ship. He denied that he was ever more than a consultant to 
Nazi propagandists, and argued that he was actually serving 
America by making his special knowledge of European affairs 
available to the public. His contract with the German Library 
of Information “explicitly stated that the relationship could be 
terminated in the event of a break between the United States 
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and Germany, and that he would undertake no assignment 
which would conflict with his duties as an American citizen.”?! 

Viereck survived a series of minor exposés of his activities 
during the 1930s and narrowly escaped interrogation by the 
Dies Committee in 1938. But in 1940 familiar restraints began 
to close in on him. He was asked to resign from the Overseas 
Press Club of America on complaints that he brought ‘Ge- 
stapo and German-American Bund members” to its meetings. 
After a grand jury investigation into foreign propaganda in 
September 1941 he was indicted for failing to comply fully 
with the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938. He had de- 
scribed himself as editor of Facts in Review, and as an Ameri- 
can correspondent for the Miinchner Neueste Nachrichten 
(which was used as a cover for his weekly reports to Dieck- 
hoff). But he had neglected to reveal his connection with 
Flanders Hall, or his behind-the-scenes role in establishing 
such agencies as the Make Europe Pay War Debts Committee 
and its successor, the Islands for War Debts Committee, front 
organizations that were used to disseminate isolationist (and 
pro-German) propaganda under the congressional franking 
privilege. Nor did he indicate that his ultimate employer was 
the German Foreign Office. For the first two omissions he was 
convicted in March 1942 and sentenced to a term of two to six 
years in prison and a fine of $1,500. He served one year under 
this conviction. 

While in prison, Viereck was indicted (along with twenty- 
eight others) under the Sedition Act of 1940 for conspiracy to 
undermine the morale of the armed forces, on the ground that 
much of his isolationist propaganda was subversive. In March 
1943 the Supreme Court reversed his earlier conviction, ad- 
mitting Viereck’s claim that the jury in the case had been im- 
properly charged and that the prosecuting attorney had de- 
livered an inflammatory summation that was prejudicial to 
Viereck’s rights. But a few weeks after his release from the 
Washington District Jail, he was again indicted and prosecuted 
by the Attorney General on the charge of being an agent of the 
German Foreign Office and failing to indicate the true extent of 
his activities. He was convicted in July 1943 and sentenced to 
a term of one to five years in prison. This time the Supreme 
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Court refused to review the case. Meanwhile, under a revised 
indictment for conspiracy to undermine morale, Viereck was 
brought to court once more in April 1944. The trial was a sen- 
sational one. Government prosecutors were determined to show 
criminal intent on the part of the numerous defendants; for 
their part, the defendants and their lawyers tried to make a 
mockery of courtroom procedure. A mistrial was declared in the 
fall of 1944, but the sedition charges remained. Until they were 
dismissed in December 1946, Viereck was ineligible for parole. 
He was not released from jail until May 1947.35 

In response to the initial charges against him, Viereck stead- 
ily maintained that “my real crime is twofold: I am an Ameri- 
can of German blood and I oppose the desperate and despica- 
ble attempt to catapult our country into Europe’s war.” He saw 
his indictment as part of a “perfidious plot to smother and 
smear all opposition to the arbitrary forces cunningly at work 
to destroy the America we know and love.” After his second 
conviction, Viereck argued that none of his activities was il- 
legal or improper, and that “over ninety percent of all regis- 
trants” had misunderstood the degree of specificity required by 
the registration form which had brought about his conviction. 
Admitting his pro-German sympathies, he declared that he had 
never done and would never do anything to compromise his 
primary allegiance to the United States. He simply did not see, 
nor was he capable of making, a choice between these conflict- 
ing interests. He had glossed over a similar conflict of political 
interests during the First World War by alleging that the 
moral failure lay with those who disagreed with-him and perse- 
cuted him.** 

So profound was his involvement with the symbols of Ger- 
many and America that it held fast even against his closest 
personal attachments. After his initial conviction and intern- 
ment in the Washington District Jail, Gretchen Viereck, his 
wife of twenty-seven years, pleaded with him to repudiate the 
Nazis and confess his guilt in lending support to their reign of 
horror. Stern and unbending, Viereck turned aside her genuine 
anguish with charges that it was she who was “a Judas ... 
Nothing I can say will penetrate the armor of your self-right- 
eousness. He was preoccupied with the “travesty of justice” 
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that had brought him to jail; he had “never espoused Totali- 
tarianism” but acted only in the interest of world peace. He 
would continue to appeal his case because the real points at 
issue, as he saw them, were the Bill of Rights and the Consti- 
tution itself. After the death of their younger son, United States 
Army Corporal George Sylvester Viereck, Jr., at Anzio in 1944, 
the couple were permanently estranged. Gretchen Viereck con- 
verted to Catholicism and sought atonement in service to the 
church. Sylvester alternated between condemning her deser- 
tion and pitying her weakness, complaining bitterly on one 
occasion that she gave all of his money away “to Jewish refugee 
committees and the Catholic Church.” 38 

After Viereck’s first indictment, prowar spokesmen heaped 
abuse upon him. A letter from Upton Sinclair informed him 
that “if there is anybody in America who is doing Satan’s work 
you are the man . . . if there is a Benedict Arnold of this war, 
you are he.” But there were those who aided in his defense. 
Several prominent isolationist senators and congressmen chal- 
lenged the original indictment and tried to get the Justice De- 
partment to set it aside on the ground that the government had 
used irregular methods in making its case. One of Viereck’s 
most sympathetic lawyers was Daniel F. Cohalan, Jr., son of the 
Irish patriot and Tammany judge whose pro-German activities 
in the First World War had earned him the label of traitor. In 
September 1945 a movement to appeal for parole on Viereck’s 
behalf won the support of the editor and pacifist Oswald Gar- 
rison Villard—himself repeatedly accused of pro-Germanism in 
two world wars—on the ground that Viereck had not willfully 
betrayed the American government or American laws but was 
the “victim of wartime hysteria.” No one, of course, was aware 
in 1945 of the full extent of Viereck’s association with the Ger- 
man government. Latcr Elmer Gertz summed up the sentiment 
of many former supporters when he wrote Viercck that “you 
should have been hanged for some of your sins, but you cer- 
tainly did not deserve imprisonment for the matters charged.”* 

Released from prison in 1947, Viereck found it difficult to 
pick up his career. Nevertheless, he mustered the energy to 
publish three books between 1950 and 1952. Men into Beasts, 
a memoir based on his prison experience, was shot through 
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with his insistent need to justify himself. Its sensationalist ap- 
peal brought sales to the half million mark. He fared less well 
with an autobiographical novel published in 1950. All Things 
Human concerns a sexually repressed man who is “intellec- 
tually . . . a hedonist” but has been victimized by “anti-sexual 
Judaeo-Christian morality.” Stuart Kent, the hero, is married 
to a woman who, over the years, has turned from a “child-wife” 
into a mature society matron whom he can no longer love. He 
is impotent and seeks medical help to restore his vitality. He 
meets a young woman who releases his passion and confesses 
to her the lifelong guilt instilled in him by a priggish mother 
who “thwarted [his early] passional explorations.” Shortly af- 
terward, the young woman is murdered by a former lover. 
Stuart Kent is unjustly convicted of the murder and sent to 
prison. He is deserted by his wife, who divorces him, takes all 
his money, and marries another man. But in prison he meets a 
young man, Jack Reynolds, who arouses him sexually and re- 
minds him both of a son lost in the Second World War and of 
his murdered mistress. Reynolds, it turns out later, is the very 
same man who committed the murder in a frenzy of passion. 
But Kent, in prison and afterward, has come to know many 
forms of sexual love and to discover, after Goethe, that “noth- 
ing human is alien to me.” In the end, he finds fulfillment in 
his homosexual attachment to the son-figurc, Reynolds, and in 
an erotic love affair with a new mistress. The autobiographical 
elements in the novel are legion and its reenactment of Vie- 
reck’s Oedipal conflicts almost startling. Kent’s first mistress, 
Edda, is slain by a rival lover with whom the hero later estab- 
lishes a father-son rclationship. Meanwhile, his years of im- 
prisonment serve as an atonement for the son’s crime. He finds 
eventual bliss in sensual love for a new mistress and a recipro- 
cated attachment to his former love rival.*® 

In the early 1950s Viereck supported Senator Joseph Mc- 
Carthy’s anti-Communist crusade and kept in touch with a few 
neofascist friends, but on the whole he turned his back on poli- 
tics. In 1955 he published a short apocalyptic poem, which 
professed to see in the use of the atomic bomb a symbol of the 
bankruptcy of Western civilization. His despair was held in 
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check, however, by a lively and aggressive sense of persecu- 
tion. He claimed that a prewar article about Russia that he 
wrote for the Saturday Evening Post aroused the “ire of Com- 
munists and Fellow Travellers” who then intrigued against 
him. “The tentacles of the conspiracy against me cxtended into 
the White House,” he reported in a preface to an unpublished 
collection of verse written in prison, After pursuing this theme 
he launched upon a psychoanalytic interpretation of Franklin 
Roosevelt as a power-mad cripple who “lashed continents into 
war and shook the pillars of civilization.” Viereck’s “uninten- 
tional rebuff’ of an alleged bid from Roosevelt for his support 
in the 1932 campaign, he asserted, “rankled in Roosevelt’s 
mind” and provoked in 1941 a determination to “get” him. His 
subsequent trials were deliberately prejudiced by “hysterical 
appeals to mob psychology.” He had been crucified “in order 
to intimidate every critic of the New Deal.” He believed that 
he had been listed as “Enemy Number One by many Ameri- 
can Jews” and gave his final statement against allegations of 
anti-Semitism: “I am not and never was, an anti-Semite, but I 
oppose professional Jews who, for personal profit or spite, keep 
racial antagonism alive.”*! 

To a considerable degree Viereck’s bitterness and hostility 
functioned to ward off a recurrent despondency, which grew 
out of his intermittent perception of his own failures. Elmcr 
Gertz has noted this tendency toward self-dissatisfaction in 
the final chapter of his unpublished biography of Viereck. His 
subject had complained to him of the meagerness of his 
achievements, of the fact that he had “several scattered reputa- 
tions, but not one great reputation.” In 1983, at the age of 
forty-nine, Viereck reflected upon a happier time when he re- 
called being “forever young [and] forever in love with myself.” 
But even then he had been haunted by a fear of approaching 
age and the realization “that what mattcrs was not any love 
given to me, but my own inability to love others, or to love 
deeply even myself.” The first shock to his self-esteem had 
come when he discovered that he was “not the greatest genius 
that ever lived.” This had been followed by the equally un- 
settling realization that he “was not evcn the greatest Ameri- 
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can poet; perhaps not even a great poet at all.” In the early 
thirties had come the final burden of financial insecurity. He 
had “wanted to be independently wealthy” and found himself 
weighed down by debts and obligations, thus losing his last 
shred of faith in his own powers. It is interesting to note that 
Viereck’s allegorical poem, The Bankrupt, centers on a Christ- 
figure—representing Western civilization—who is declared “in- 
solvent, bankrupt, spent” in the final Judgment Hall.” 

Viereck died on March 1, 1962, after spending his last three 
years in ill health with his son Peter in Hadley, Massachusetts. 
Even then his self-assertiveness and need for self-justification 
persisted: he was still trying to publish a collection of verse 
written in prison and was working on a final apologia. But 
through all the vast display of his egotism, self-division re- 
mained his nemesis. His egotism functioned in part as a self- 
protective mechanism designed to cover over “polar attrac- 
tions” and psychic ambivalences. He used politics as he had 
used a theory of sex, in order to integrate his own inner life. 
But the record of his life’s work betrays a pattern of self-diffu- 
sion and moral anarchy. 


Viereck’s initial relationship to his parents set in motion a series 
of psychological, intellectual, and social adaptations that even- 
tuated in a most remarkable career. His lifelong search for a 
father figure led him to numerous intellectual and emotional 
attachments, and his attempt to emulate his father significantly 
affected his election of a literary career, his interest in politics, 
his association with the German-American community, and his 
recurrent fantasies of sexual—later political—powers. The guilt 
that lay buried in his relationship to his father restrained him 
from ever turning against his father’s land. His intense involve- 
ment with his mother was another fount of emotional ambiva- 
lence. In self-defense, Viereck would read his ambitendencies 
as an intellectual capacity to tolerate opposing views. Ironi- 
cally, he attributed his “tolerance” to the cxample set by his 
parents in indulging his early aesthetic interests.‘* 

Viereck’s “duality of affection” brought the issues raised by 
the two world wars into sharp focus, and bore importantly on 
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the question of his rival national loyalties. Among the most 
militant of American pro-Germans, he identified strongly with 
the German cause, persistently denying German war guilt. But 
his defense of that cause in the First World War was due in 
large part to the dialectic of his American allegiance. His mili- 
tant response to the sinking of the Lusitania derived from both 
his need to defend Germany and his need to attack America. 
But in attacking America he never meant to reject it: his hos- 
tility was part of a larger, complex attachment. His aggressive 
demand for a showdown in the election of 1916 reflected his 
need to feel power more than any objective goal of affecting 
the course of events; whichever way the election went, Viereck 
could not have seen it as other than a vindication of himself. 

Domestic hostility toward German-Americans also was turned 
to feed his psychological needs. He used it both to stir his in- 
dignation and to project his aggressivness onto imaginary con- 
spiracies and the “war psychoses” of others. He was proud to 
be, if not a public power, then a public menace: “The hatred 
that raised its head . . . did not frighten me. In fact it fed my 
vanity. It was a tribute to my importance.” So weak were his 
ties to the world outside himself that he could drift freely and 
without any sense of loss from one career to another and from 
one set of intimates to another.** 

In militancy, Viereck sometimes spoke to the psychological, 
intellectual, or social strivings for sclf-respect of other German- 
Americans. But few of them could consistently follow his po- 
litical course. So much did the German-American community 
change in the aftermath of World War I that in the 1930s Vie- 
reck was widely viewed as a crackpot. From the time of the 
revisionist movement in the mid-1920s his interests often coin- 
cided with those of other partisans critical of England, France, 
or the Soviet Union, and with antiwar, isolationist, and, finally, 
America First groups. But thcir concerns rarcly centered on 
German revival, and Viereck was able to manipulate them only 
when he concealed his own purposes and worked behind the 
scenes, Driven by the same psychological nceds and along the 
same course as in 1914, he met with small response from Ger- 
man-Americans, He appealcd to isolated elements of the old 
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German-American community, who still remembered the tre- 
vails of the First War. But Viereck, almost alone, looked to the 
supermen of Germany to restore his power and influence on his 
own home ground. This time, however, his fantasy world 
touched reality only at its most peripheral points—points that 
were of interest, perhaps, only to a grand jury.*° 


Part Three 


Hermann Hagedorn... 
PORTRAIT OF A PATRIOT 


Hermann Ludwig Gebhard Hagedorn—poet, biographer, and passionate 
American patriot—stands in dramatic contrast to George Sylvester Viereck, 
a contrast heightened by remarkable parallels in their life histories. They 
were born and they died within two years of each other (Hagedorn, 
1882-1964; Viereck, 1884-1962). Both began their careers as poets and 
achieved early recognition. Both pursued literary interests throughout their 
lives and supported themselves by writing. Both came from German- 
American families with strong ties to the fatherland. Severe personality 
conflicts, stemming from filial relationships, influenced their national 
identifications: each man transferred his intense mother attachment to 
America and identified his father with the German fatherland. Theodore 
Roosevelt for a time was a hero to both men. 

The German-American crisis in 1914 brought them to the fore as militant 
publicists—but on opposing sides. After the war, Hagedorn and Viereck 
maintained their personal ties with Germany and criticized the harshness of 
the Versailles settlement. In the 1930s they shared a deep dislike of 
Franklin Roosevelt and a passionate hostility to Communism. Both lost sons 
in the mid-1940s. Both wrote poems about the bombing of Hiroshima, an 
event that each saw as a symbolic summation of his life’s experience. 

More than most men who share a given time and place, they faced 
similar issues and events. Yet their public careers could not have been more 
different. Hagedorn became a superpatriot during the First World War, an 
ardent champion of the Allied-American cause. Viereck became a paid 
propagandist—in effect a secret agent—for the German government, a role 
he repeated in the Second World War. 

Rejoicing in notoriety, Viereck devoted himself to establishing his image 
as a brazen rebel—in art, politics, and personal morality. Hagedorn was a 
traditionalist in these spheres, applying his talents to the celebration of 
heroic ideals. The key to their differences lay in the realm of personality. 
Viereck, afflicted by an undeveloped moral sense, often set his course by 
the promptings of impulse and self-gratification. Hagedorn, obsessed with 
moral concerns through much of his lifetime, distrusted his own impulses 
and sought to place himself in the service of benevolent authorities. These 
psychic needs underlay their dramatically contrasting responses to the 
profound choice of national identity that the twentieth century demanded of 
German-Americans. 


9 E E S 
THE FAMILY 


Hermann Hagedorn’s assumption of an exclusively American 
identity came after a protracted struggle to resolve the rival 
claims of his German heritage and his American future. That 
struggle, rooted in family conflict that had begun well before 
his birth, tormented him until his death. A student of the 
Greek tragedians, he perceived that character is destiny; and it 
is in early influences on his character that we may find the 
sources of his adult behavior. 

At the age of seventy, when he began to collect material for 
an autobiography, Hermann looked back to his grandparents 
for the starting point of his own life’s story. His father, Her- 
mann Anton Conrad Hagedorn, was born in Nienburg in 1846, 
the oldest child of Charlotte Gunther and Adolph Hagedorn. 
Adolph was an established young lawyer and a rising political 
figure. Charlotte Gunther Hagedorn was a proud, beautiful, 
strong-willed, and possessive woman who harbored a sense of 
social superiority—to which she may well have been entitled— 
throughout her life. When her husband died suddenly in 1859, 
she was left with three children in financially straitened cir- 
cumstances. Relying upon the counscl of her two brothers— 
Ludolph had married into a prominent Virginia family and 
moved to America; Anton was a successful merchant in Ham- 
burg—she took her brood to live in the city of Hanover. Her 
son Hermann was educated there until at the age of sixteen he 
was apprenticed to his uncle Anton in Hamburg. There the 
young boy met and had his imagination stimulated by two 
American cousins—sons of Uncle Ludolph, who were studying 
at a school for foreign youths. They were charming, cultivated, 
and spirited, presenting a marked contrast to the stern and un- 


States of Belonging ... 192 


bending character of Uncle Anton, who saw it as his duty to 
instruct young Hermann in “that respect for authority, that 
awe of seniority, position and power, which [the boy] . . . re- 
tained throughout his life, and blindly passed on to his own 
Sons; 

At the age of nineteen, faced with the prospect of military 
service and yearning to measure himself against the oppor- 
tunities reported in the New World, Hermann Anton deter- 
mined to emigrate to America. Taking leave of Charlotte was 
no small matter. Relations between the mother and son were 
intimate and ardent. After her husband’s death Charlotte Hage- 
dorn seems to have focused much of her passion upon the boy. 
She refused two attractive offers of marriage, allegedly out of 
a sense of duty to her children. She was not a person to relin- 
quish control easily; her “word was law . . . [and] her temper 
was like the blast of an electric torch.” Hermann Anton’s ties 
to his mother, in return, passed the bounds of filial obligation. 
But he made the break nonetheless, perhaps—as Hermann, Jr., 
later speculated—giving assurances that he would “throw out 
no anchors” in America.” 

In 1866 Hermann Anton found rooms in a German neigh- 
borhood in Brooklyn, New York, and settled into a clerical job 
with a German firm. He soon met the family of Friedrich 
Schwedler, a participant in the 1848 revolution who had emi- 
grated to the United States in 1851 with two infant daughters. 
Schwedler had taken control of the New Yorker Demokrat in 
1856 and devoted himself to pressing the cause of the new 
Republican party on his German-reading constituency. Accord- 
ing to his grandson, Schwedler was an idealist who had come 
to America in pursuit of freedom. Abraham Lincoln was the 
“presiding genius” of his household, and for himself and his 
children American ideals became far more significant than Ger- 
man realities. They were unmoved by notions of “race or soil 
or blood”: the idea of America took first claim on their loyalties. 
Though Friedrich Schwedler held firm convictions, he was a 
mild-mannered man whose gentleness shaded into meekness 
and ineptitude. His wife was by far the stronger personality of 
the two. A woman of some cultivation, Marie Schwedler was 
a thoughtful, religious person who loved poetry and practiced 
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self-discipline. Her husband adored her and respected her opin- 
ions. Undoubtedly he shocked those of his readers who were 
bound by more traditional conceptions of the German woman’s 
inferior and submissive role when he indited, in 1860, “an ap- 
peal to the women of German households to come out and take 
part in the fight against slavery.”® 

Young Hermann Anton was attracted by the family—and par- 
ticularly by the eldest daughter, Annie—despite political dis- 
agreements with Schwedler. He was a conservative, a mon- 
archist, and a German nationalist while Schwedler was a liberal, 
a republican, and an American patriot. Hermann Anton soon 
would be stirred by a vision of German glory in the Franco- 
Prussian war and look upon Bismarck as the hero of his age. 
But he was more interested in winning the favor of Annie 
Schwedler than in arguing with her father—and more success- 
ful. In 1870 he returned to Germany to secure his mother’s 
permission to marry. Charlotte Hagedorn fought the prospect; 
she pressed her son to marry a German girl, but he was ada- 
mant. Again, according to her grandson, there is reason to be- 
lieve that she exacted promises about Hermann’s future reset- 
tlement in Germany. The young man was bound to his mother 
by conscience as well as love and she apparently was not above 
manipulating either. A cloying degree of devotion marks all of 
the extant letters that Hermann wrote to his mother, Each time 
he opposed his mother’s will, it would seem, a rush of sentiment 
obscured his guilt, which then survived to work itself out on 
his own children.* 

Hermann Anton Hagedorn married Annie Schwedler in 1872. 
They had five children in rapid succession. The fourth, born in 
1876 and named Martha Washington by her mother, was re- 
named Elspeth—after one of Charlotte’s daughters—at her chris- 
tening several months later. Despite this intimation of conflict, 
the family settled down to a relatively happy and prosperous 
life in Brooklyn Heights, New York. Following the advice of 
Uncle Ludolph, Hermann switched his business interests from 
petroleum to cotton and began to enjoy considerable financial 
success as a broker on the cotton exchange in New York. To- 
gether with their friends they constituted an upper-middle- 
class “German set”: “The attractive, socially congenial group 
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was self-contained, and seemed to be content to have it so. The 
children who came to the heavy, sedate, handsome houses 
talked German as their native tongue, had German governesses 
and nurses, ate German food, played with boys and girls who 
were to all intents and purposes German.” 

The impalpable presence of Charlotte Hagedorn in the 
household intensified its Germanness. Through weekly corre- 
spondence with her son she dominated the domestic life of the 
family, lecturing Annie on her proper duties and supervising 
such mundane details as the clothing the children might wear. 
She “kept her son tied to her apron strings,” yet so fierce was 
her possessiveness that she could still ask Annie Hagedorn “how 
you can have a single quiet moment . . . knowing you have 
robbed me of my son?”® 

For her part, Annie Schwedler Hagedorn was a model of the 
modest, understanding, and dutiful wife and daughter-in-law. 
She had been attracted by her husband’s courtesy, liveliness, 
and cultivation. Amenable to a fault, she derived her “philoso- 
phy of non-resistance” from Friedrich Schwedler and knew in- 
stinctively how to get along with persons of stronger will. Like 
her own mother, she had learned to draw sustenance and wis- 
dom from religious values. But also like Marie, she was an 
inveterate realist. Combining patience and courage, she learned 
to ride out the storms of hot temper that swept Charlotte and 
her son. Hermann, Jr., later ventured a rare criticism of his 
mother for submitting to authority on principle and failing to 
“let the steel that was in her flash out and thrust home.” 

In 1880, after an absence of ten years, Hermann Anton Hage- 
dorn returned to Germany to visit Charlotte, bringing his fam- 
ily with him. They remained for a year and a half while 
Hermann investigated various business possibilities for himself 
in Germany. He seemed unable to locate a promising oppor- 
tunity, and in the meantime serious business reverses at home 
demanded his personal attention. Once more there was a 
strained leavetaking from Charlotte. Then, shortly after the 
family’s return to New York, their eldest daughter, Annie, died 
of pneumonia. Hermann appears to have interpreted her death, 
on Christmas Eve 1881, as retribution for his defiance of his 
mother’s wishes. The burden of financial disaster, wild grief, 
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and guilt opened the “sluice gates” of a histrionic emotionalism 
in him. It was into this atmosphere that Hermann Hagedorn, 
Jr., was born in 1882. His first childhood recollection, of a 
family crisis in 1886 involving the “exile” of his older brothers, 
was in large part the direct consequence of his father’s collapse 
into self-absorption.* 

Annie Hagedorn had been particularly close to her firstborn, 
She seems to have transferred much of her special affection to 
the new baby, although the other children—Adolph (age 8), 
Fred (7), Elsie (6), and Irma (4)—felt no lessening of her 
regard. Four years later the relationship of mother and son was 
further cemented when Father Hagedorn took it into his head 
to send the two older boys off to their grandmother Charlotte, 
now in Gottingen, to attend the government-run Gymnasium 
there. His self-justification was that the public schools in Amer- 
ica were a “slipshod . . . melting pot” and that he could not 
afford to send the boys to private schools, But on another level 
this act represented an expiatory sacrificial offering to Char- 
lotte, after the precedent set by the admirable Uncle Ludolf, 
who had sent his own sons back to receive a German education. 
At the same time—and after twenty years of residence in Amer- 
ica~Hermann Anton Hagedorn became a naturalized citizen 
“in order to give the boys the protection of the American flag.” 
Ironically, according to Hermann, Jr., “he became a citizen at 
the moment when he was committing the act that would for- 
ever keep him from being wholly an American himself, an act 
that would alienate completely from his American birthright 
one of the sons he was asking the flag to protect, and leave the 
other plagued by conflicting voices.” 

Hermann, Jr., grew up in a household abruptly contracted 
by the death of his oldest sister and the lengthy exile of his 
two older brothers. Wracked by conflicting emotions and 
pressed by financial adversity, Father Hagedorn became an 
unloving, willful, irritable, and moody man who alternated 
between capricious displays of power and “feminine hyper- 
sensitiveness.” His very presence generated tension within the 
household. Irma later recalled that Father Hagedorn had two 
sides to his nature: he was “intolerant and strict,” wedded to 
the rigid observance of convention, on the one hand: and “kind 
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and loving” on the other. The children were further bewildered 
by the contrast of his tyrannical authority over them and his 
seemingly blind submission to the manipulations of Charlotte 
and her spinster daughters.” 

Father Hagedorn was particularly mindful of his obligation 
to discipline the only son remaining in his household. Shortly 
before the boy’s sixth birthday his father confided to Charlotte 
that there was “something so free about him, so vivacious in 
his manner and at the same time so unassuming . . . Don’t 
worry, Mother, I can be stern with the boy, too, but when I 
have had to punish him, then it’s a sorrowful day for me.” For 
his part the child saw only excessive vigilance with respect to 
minor infractions of the rules of proper behavior. Resentment 
festered in him. Even in his late seventies, Hermann could 
vividly recall an occasion during that sixth year when his father 
had reprimanded him unjustly for playing some innocuous 
game on the parlor floor with a miniature dump truck. It was 
an instance of his father’s “instinctive urge to command first, 
and think afterward, if then,” he later wrote. And “one didn’t 
talk back to fathers in the world I was living in. One merely 
felt crushed and bewildered and very small and weak.” 

The boy sensed, too, the brooding presence of Charlotte 
Hagedorn in all of their lives, and he grew to hate her. He 
detested the empty formality of having to write regular letters 
to her in painfully demanding German script—letters in which 
the slightest sign of erasures brought paternal chastisement. 
While he inwardly resisted the arbitrary power that Charlotte 
and her son exercised over his life, he was made to feel the in- 
feriority and insignificance that they deemed to be the salient 
characteristics of the young. At the same time, he was drawn 
to the happier atmosphere of the Schwedler household. There 
his elderly grandfather and vivacious maiden aunt made him 
feel like “an honored guest.” His mother, too, gave and received 
a deep affection: she was “a darling, firm with us, yet tender 
and gay, soothing our bruises, laughing off our hurt feelings 
with her quiet sense of humor, smoothing down Father, avoid- 
ing conflict at any cost to herself, nursing no grievances.” As 
a disciplinarian she took the more successful course of estab- 
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lishing a sense of “fellowship” with the children, thus encour- 
aging them to obey voluntarily.” 

Although the family moved from one rented house to an- 
other during these years—Father Hagedorn “would never buy 
a square foot of real estate in America”—they continued to in- 
habit an exclusively German world. In later years Hermann, 
Jr., looked back upon these German friends, German holidays, 
and German meals with strongly qualified affection: 


All these were to the good. Unfortunately, they were not all. With them 
went a conception of human relations that ran directly contrary to Amer- 
ican tradition and custom: an insistence, so continuous that I never 
dreamed of questioning it, on uncritical respect for the judgment and 
opinions of my elders... I... developed a sense of awe of my 
elders, especially when they had ‘position,’ a blind trust in their intelli- 
gence . . . Ridiculous as it may seem, I was actually in my thirties be- 
fore I realized that a man with gray hair might conceivably know less 
of a given proposition than I. 


Father Hagedorn himself obeyed the laws he imposed upon his 
household. But he stood revealed in the contrast between his 
deference to outsiders and his familial tyranny. It was his con- 
cern for rank and status, for appearance and protocol, that 
structured the children’s social experience. Yet his performance 
made it all seem false and hypocritical. 

Young Hermann was five years old before he spoke English. 
His closest boyhood companion, Bernhard Rechnagel, came 
from a similar German home and belonged to the same Scher- 
merhorn street (Lutheran) Church, which was the focus of the 
Hagedorn family’s social and religious life. Both boys attended 
school at the Bedford Academy, where “a stiff Prussian with 
black hair, a black cavalry moustache and a left cheek heavily 
gashed as a result of students’ duels in some German univer- 
sity’ presided over an overwhelmingly German-American stu- 
dent body. At the age of seven or eight Hermann met and 
befriended two neighboring boys of Scotch-Irish background 
whose family was acceptable to the Hagedorns because they 
were clearly old-stock Americans. Through these boys he was 
introduced to American books “which carried my imagination 
out of my German environment into the American scene.” 
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For a few years before his twelfth birthday the boy spent 
country summers in the Catskill Mountains with his mother and 
sisters. It was there that he first “began to have a feeling for 
America when I became conscious of its physical beauties and 
experienced its freedom and its wildness.” In later years Her- 
mann deepened his attachment to America through travel 
across her wilder far western terrain. This orientation to Amer- 
ica controlled, in part, the way he interpreted more frightening 
contacts with American life such as the encounters in the 
streets of Brooklyn with young Irish “Micks” out hunting 
“Dutchmen.” He saw himself as a “nice, timid little German 
boy” who, unhappily, had not been taught to stand and defend 
himself. His attackers, he later wrote, were “probably perfectly 
decent youngsters, terrorizing me because I was easy meat and 
deserved to be terrorized.” This extraordinary approbation of 
his tormentors suggests the depth of his sense of inferiority and 
his yearning to be accepted by his antagonists. It reveals, too, 
a streak of self-destructiveness, which lay below the surface of 
his outward affability throughout his lifetime.’ 

Meanwhile, his older brothers Adolph and Fred were finish- 
ing their course of studies at the Gottingen Gymnasium. Father 
Hagedorn now began to reap the harvest of his decision to send 
them abroad. The first issue arose over Adolph’s interest in 
pursuing a business career. His father was looking around in 
New York for an appropriate position for the boy when Char- 
lotte’s “devastating possessiveness” asserted itself. She could not 
bear to part with her favorite grandson. Adolph, for his part, 
wanted to come home. Once again, Hermann Anton stood up 
to his mother and once again she gave him reason to suffer 
profound guilt. Three years later, on May 17, 1894, Charlotte 
Hagedorn committed suicide by jumping from the window of 
a sanitorium where shc had gone on a brief holiday to soothe 
her nerves. 

The reason Charlotte chose to end her life was never fully 
determined. But the fact that she did so on the anniversary of 
her son’s marriage was lost on no one. “Father went all to 
pieces,” reported Irma Hagedorn. He collapsed into a state of 
moodiness and self-absorption, which the children resented for 
the unreasonable demands it placed upon their mother. His 
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mourning was excessive and flamboyant, casting doubt upon 
the character of his grief. Hermann, Jr., thought him a hypo- 
crite; Father Hagedorn’s intense professions of love were not 
to be trusted, for his feelings were not “true” like Annie Hage- 
dorns. 

Before she died, Charlotte had secured a victory of sorts— 
though she may not have known it. Fred Hagedorn had set his 
heart on studying law at the University of Göttingen. The im- 
plications of such a course of study were deeply unsettling to 
the American Hagedorns, for inevitably it would bind his fu- 
ture career to Germany. In the same year that Charlotte died, 
Fred came to the United States at the bidding of his par- 
ents to look into legal studies in America. He had not seen 
his mother in eight years. He felt a stranger in his own fam- 
ily, and recoiled from the unfamiliar structure of American 
universities and the alien ways of American life. “Try as he 
might . . . he could not see himself in the American picture. 
He had been away too long, and had, in his thinking and feel- 
ing, become definitely German.” A few months later he returned 
to Gottingen. This act forged a new and indestructible link in 
the chain that bound the Hagedorn family to Germany. Father 
Hagedorn’s behavior toward Charlotte had always borne the 
mark of ambivalence; his affection was genuine and ardent, yet 
he missed few opportunities to leave her side. Under the 
changed circumstances, he could now transform his devotion 
and sense of obligation to Charlotte into fealty toward Ger- 
many. Having done so, he no longer needed to fear dependency 
or suffer guilt as before.” 

On the conscious side of this fealty were a wish to hold on 
to Fred and a sense of duty toward his two spinster sisters in 
Gottingen. Having recouped his fortunes on the cotton ex- 
change by 1894, he would henceforward bring his entire family 
there to spend their annual summer holidays. “That year that 
I became twelve,” Hermann, Jr., wrote, “our family life took a 
new direction.” He and his sisters likened Göttingen to an “arid 
wilderness, unfit for human habitation,” and were bored to dis- 
traction at first, considering these summers as “punishment for 
imagined sins.” But gradually, as they came to know the town 
intimately, to enjoy walks on the promenade and visits to the 
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marketplace, they softened and followed their mother’s exam- 
ple in making the best of it. They discovered comrades among 
their peers and warmed to the indulgent affection of adult fam- 
ily friends as well as the company of Fred’s companions at the 
university. The two maiden aunts seemed grim characters, 
given to self-importance, hypocrisy, and incessant hypochon- 
dria. But distaste for them was mixed with wicked delight in 
their pompous and stuffy posturings—which the children des- 
ignated as “Tantentheater.” Hermann, Jr., came to know Göt- 
tengen better than he knew Brooklyn, and felt that each of his 
friends “was a vine, growing out of the German soil and fasten- 
ing itself to me. If one could imagine a Laocoén with vines 
instead of serpents coiling about his limbs, the picture would 
have been true of me.” He surrendered part of himself to the 
German world—in Gottingen as in New York—so that by the 
age of sixteen he felt that he was “German in all the deeper 
areas of tradition, character and personality.” Yet he held an- 
other part of himself aloof, largely under the influence of his 
mother, who “saved me . . . and kept me integrated; Mother, 
pronouncing to Father, one day, the only words resembling an 
ultimatum that I can remember her ever muttering. They were 
these: ‘I want one of my sons to be an American.’ ”*8 

To be sure, Adolph, the oldest son, had returned and made a 
life for himself in America. But his feelings, like his father’s, 
were drawn in two national directions. Into its second genera- 
tion the family continued to live in a “hyphenated state that 
was neither American nor German but was accepted as natural 
. . . by the men and women of German background.” What 
Annie Hagedorn held out for was “something deeper than con- 
formity to the outward pattern”: 


When in her early childhood, the word America had entered her con- 
sciousness, it came in a radiance of a dream to which a man might gladly 
give his life. The dream had come true in the form of a home, free from 
the menace of Authority . . . She was seeing me in relation to her 
father’s love of freedom . . . What she meant, when she said that she 
wanted me to be an American, was that she wanted me to be possessed 
by the American idea.1® 


When young Hermann reached the age of sixteen his parents 
decided to send him to an American boarding school. They were 
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influenced in part by considerations of health. He was “less than 
robust” and it seemed wise to provide him with more fresh air 
and exercise than he would find in a city school. The boy 
suffered from Saint Vitus’s dance, a minor brain disorder char- 
acterized by irregular, spontaneous, and abrupt muscular move- 
ments. In a household in which Father Hagedorn’s own pro- 
nounced hypochondria set the tone, there was much concern 
over this condition. The year was 1898 and Hermann, Sr., felt 
a “newly surging ardor for America” in the midst of the Spanish- 
American War. Thus Annie Hagedorn had special leverage in 
appealing to him to release his youngest son to the larger Ameri- 
can world. Father Hagedorn had already surrendered authority 
over two sons out of “weakness and sentimentality.” Of this 
surrender Hermann, Jr., later observed that “the thought that 
his sons might have needs which these women [Charlotte and 
the aunts] could not meet seems never to have occurred to him.” 
Crisply, and without apparent emotion, he noted that in his own 
case Father Hagedorn “accepted Mother’s ultimatum with sur- 
prising docility.” The adjective “surprising” carries ironic weight 
in its implied charge of weakness and betrayal with respect to 
himself. 

Hagedorn’s attendance at The Hill School in Pottstown, 
Pennsylvania, was a critical factor in the formation of his ideals. 
The Hill was, first of all, a totally “American” school, and it was 
there that he gained entry into the “brotherhood” of American 
boys. It was there, too, that he came under the sway of head- 
master John Meigs, who had “Power, as I knew it in my father 
and would know it again, long after, in Theodore Roosevelt.” 
Meigs taught him to value a combination of physical stamina 
and spiritual purpose, which were the hallmarks of the heroes 
Hagedorn would later admire. Even morc significant was his 
friendship with the headmaster’s wife, Marion Meigs, who left 
upon the impressionable youth the lasting mark of her moral 
earnestness. She had a “passion for souls” and a driving social 
conscience. It was her mission to teach the boys in her charge 
to “make the world better for [their] having lived in it.” “She 
had a nation on her heart . . . she knew that the nation could 
be redeemed only by the ‘remnant’ that had God at their lives’ 
center.” Marion Meigs’s “blazing religion of service” offered 
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Hermann two important things: a congenial spiritual ideal to 
which he could devote himself, and a style of expression—moral 
uplift—that would serve as a device to channel his aggressive 
needs and to counter his habitual self-distrust and low self- 
estimation." 

At first, Germanic young Hermann Ludwig Gebhard Hage- 
dorn was handicapped in his relations with the other boys at 
school. They talked a “language of quips and banter that I 
understood only vaguely and could no more talk than I could 
talk Arabic.” In the course of his first year he was the butt of a 
harmless practical joke that took advantage of his “unhumorous 
conscientiousness.” But he was “glad that, when the truth 
dawned, I had the grace to grin at myself and my pomposity 
and gratefully remember the incident as a first halting step into 
a new world.” Despite his ethnic difference, he came from a 
similar social class, and he found The Hill’s intellectual serious- 
ness and moral earnestness congenial. Significantly, his sense of 
belonging was finally confirmed in a moment of triumph on the 
athletic field. Because of his health, there had been some ques- 
tion—raised by Father Hagedorn with the school’s athletic di- 
rector—over whether Hermann could continue in competitive 
sports. Coach Sweeney was confident that the discipline would 
do the boy good. At the end of May, in his last year at The Hill, 
he won an intensely competitive track event. For forty years 
thereafter he sent Mike Sweeney an annual remembrance of 
that day when “I gained my first firm foothold on the American 
shore . . . Within the limits of the community that was The 
Hill, I was part of the American social fabric.” But it was more 
than the respect of the group that he had won; it was respect 
for his own body and a sense of self-worth. In his autobiography 
Hagedorn poignantly recalled that “none of my family wit- 
nessed my triumph, such as it was, or, three weeks later, my 
graduation. They were, as usual, in Germany.”?? 

Despite the influence of The Hill and young Hermann’s suc- 
cessful strivings for independence there, the peculiar character 
and constellation of his family relationships continued to domi- 
nate his emotional life. In that constellation, Father Hagedorn 
stood out most sharply. The senior Hagedorn’s personality piled 
paradox on paradox: he was strong-minded with a deep streak 
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of sentimentality; he was severe and yet tender; he had an 
extravagant sense of duty and a penchant for self-pity; one felt 
the force of his domination even while suffering from his re- 
peated surrenders. Father Hagedorn, in fact, seems to have 
exemplified a pattern of personality and fatherhood common 
among German families in the nineteenth and twentieth cen- 
turies. The German father of this type is harsh and exacting, yet 
without real inner authority. He is the source of punishment, 
and all members of the family are subject to his wishes. Yet he 
is bound by a belief in hierarchy and behaves subserviently to 
those above him. He lays claim to omnipotence and omniscience 
but is often exposed as petty and sentimental. In these families 
a unity of affection frequently develops between the mother 
and children that is felt to be “secret” and against the father’s 
wishes. According to Erik Erikson, “The little boy comes to feel 
that all the gratifying ties with his mother are a thorn in the 
father’s side, and that her love and admiration—the model for 
so many later fulfillments and achievements—can be reached 
only without the father’s knowledge, or against his explicit 
wishes.” 

In submitting to his father’s authority, the young boy learns 
to devalue his own responses and feels weak and inferior. As 
a male child he identifies with his father, so that his impulses 
of hostility and opposition court guilt and self-punishment. In 
the course of adolescence, according to Erikson’s model, he will 
fashion for himself some external ideal, “some mystic-romantic 
entity be it Nature, Fatherland or Art,” which represents “a 
superimage of a pure mother.” The chief requirements of this 
adolescent ideal are that it absorb the affect that attached to 
the mother, exclude the petty characteristics of the father, and 
invest the boy with a sense of spiritual power. To be meaningful 
it must, by definition, reject the base father. But the boy’s earlier 
identification with his father has already implanted a set of 
patriarchal values, which may not be transgressed without pun- 
ishment through guilt. Thus the adolescent is torn between re- 
bellion and submission. Self-division, presumably the curse of 
the father, is inherited by the son.” 

Erikson’s model illuminates the experience and psychological 
development of Hermann Hagedorn, and points up interesting 
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deviations attendant upon a partial shift of context to an Ameri- 
can environment. As a young boy he feared and yet identified 
with Father Hagedorn’s punitive authority. He learned obe- 
dience and consciousness of status, both of which heightened 
his sense of inadequacy. Experience taught him to distrust his 
father as well, for the man’s strength was deceptive and his love 
capricious. Father Hagedorn came to represent the crassness 
and meanness of the material world. At the same time, Hermann 
allowed that his father indeed had a “heart”—a symbol in his 
writings of moral purity and enlightened authority—although 
the trouble was that it rarely governed his actions or relation- 
ships. He saw a fatal division in his father between spirit and 
pettiness, and it became his lifelong psychological goal to recon- 
cile himself to the former while rejecting the latter.” 

Whatever the truth of Hermann’s portrait of his father, it 
reflected both his identification with and his deep ambivalence 
toward the man. One can observe the interplay of identification 
and rejection in a number of unconscious repetitions of his fa- 
ther’s experience—with corrective revisions. Father Hagedorn 
was an active elder of the Lutheran church; Hermann aban- 
doned Lutheranism but played an active role in the organiza- 
tional activities of a new religious movement known in the 
1930s as Moral Rearmament (and led by a Lutheran minister ). 
Hermann “inherited” his father’s dual national associations; but 
while the elder Hagedom gave highest priority to his beloved 
Germany, the younger passionately chose America. Father 
Hagedorn behaved indulgently and with an elaborate sense of 
obligation to his German sisters. Hermann’s solicitude for and 
devotion to his own sisters was no less marked—though he went 
out of his way to insist that they were utterly different from the 
Tanten: they were married and American.” 

To a large extent, Hermann coped with his ambivalence to- 
ward his father by splitting off its components. The love side of 
his attachment found expression in his pursuit of ideal father- 
substitutes. He was to write several books about famous men 
whose lives were illuminated by spiritual strength. They were 
almost always idealized men for whom, as he saw it, the struggle 
for achievement was more important than the recognition that 
came with its attainment (Die Tat ist alles, Nichts der Ruhm). 
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His penchant for attaching himself to public figures who seemed 
to exemplify high moral purpose stemmed from the same need 
for an external authority to substitute for his father. Charac- 
teristically, he would oversimply his heroes in order to cancel 
out discordant realities. Fantasy contributed to the process of 
idealization. One of the recurrent themes implicit in his writ- 
ings is the story of David, a youth whose enormous spiritual 
power rescues the world from Goliath. It was his deepest fan- 
tasy that God would give such power to him. On the morning 
of the day of his death, July 27, 1964, he lectured himself in his 
notebook: “Be open to God’s direction for your part in building 
the new type of man who will build the new world. Beware of 
desire for personal approval. Expect the best. Live in the ex- 
pectancy of miracles. You are not alone.”2° 

The hate side of Hagedorn’s ambivalence toward his father 
found direct expression in his autobiography. But more often 
it was displaced on other objects and ideas: Woodrow Wilson, 
the German government, German-Americans, paternalism, and 
unjust authority. Another way he coped with ambivalence be- 
sides splitting it into components was by projecting it wholly 
onto others—to exaggerate the “self-division” of his father, his 
father’s family, and his father’s land. At a climactic moment, in 
1917, Hermann would turn the full force of his hostility, scorn, 
and anger on those “double-minded” German-Americans who 
were caught in a conflict of divided allegiance. 


Through all the stages of Hermann’s conflict-ridden relation- 
ship with his father, Annie Hagedorn provided the reality (or 
the image) of refuge. According to her son, she was unfailingly 
governed by her “heart.” Her single flaw was a failure to make 
visible “the steel that was in her,” a learned submissiveness of 
behavior that on occasion was false to her spiritual ideals and 
strengths. Hermann’s deep affection for his mother became a 
model of that spiritualized love which he directcd toward his 
moral ideals, It was this sublimated affect that disposed him 
to the ethical idealism of his mentors at The Hill, a career in 
poetry, an infatuation with “the ideal of America,” a brief 
commitment to the Society of Friends, and a lengthy associa- 
tion with Moral Rearmament. 
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An idealized mother provided the basic model for Hermann 
Hagedorn’s spiritual values. These values were shaped as well 
by his need to express the aggression elicited by his father. 
He found most congenial those religious beliefs which had a 
distinctly aggressive character. He was initially attracted to 
the Society of Friends by the figure of George Fox, its founder, 
who was a “fighting man.” Despite the special appeal of 
Quaker fellowship and the reflected honor of being seated next 
to President Hoover at meetings in Washington, D.C., he with- 
drew from the group because he found its contemporary mem- 
bers and meetings “too pacific.” His very interest in spiritual 
matters had a double function with respect to Father Hage- 
dorn. It constituted a rejection of the petty man who rarely 
“listened” to his heart, wallowed in material concerns, and 
seemed to live only for his selfish interests. Yet it also enabled 
Hermann to find an ultimate authority to which he might freely 
submit, and to reconcile himself, finally, to the residual hu- 
manity even of his father.” 

If early childhood experiences and relationships did much to 
fix the needs, force, and direction of Hermann Hagedom’s emo- 
tional life, The Hill School influenced the selection of forms 
through which it might be expressed. The Hill placed a high 
value on physical vigor, intellectual seriousness, and moral 
commitment, thus providing an environment in which Hermann 
could cope with fears of his own weakness, passivity, and sen- 
timentality by compulsively asserting their opposites. It pro- 
fessed a deep belief in the possibility of individual self-im- 
provement, and commended this as a worthy preoccupation. 
It promoted the peculiarly American idea of a democratic fel- 
lowship of youth. Marion Meigs was always advising Hermann 
on how to “get along” with the other boys and thus reinforcing 
his disposition to conform to American group norms. It took 
“proper” boys and taught them noblesse oblige as part of an 
ideal conception of democratic citizenship. In this microcosm, 
as Geoffrey Gorer has observed of the larger American society, 
“to reject authority became a praiseworthy and specifically 
American act, and the sanctions of society were added to the 


individual motives for rejecting the family authority personi- 
fied in the father.” 


Hermann Hagedorn... 207 


As Hermann Hagedorn matured into young manhood, his 
appearance was that of a shy, sensitive youth with a slightly 
aloof but courteous manner, Tall, lean, and meticulously neat, 
he had a serious and intelligent face. His correspondence with 
“Mrs. John” Meigs, begun shortly after his graduation from 
The Hill, reveals an eagerness to please, a worldly innocence, 
and a certain air of prudishness. There was a gentle play of 
ingratiating humor, but the overall effect was one of anxious 
earnestness. His significant inner conflicts provided him with 
the life tasks of mastering the guilt-producing aggression and 
hostility evoked by his father and the equally painful self- 
doubt and self-division that issued from this relationship. His 
chief failure in adolescence had been an inadequate develop- 
ment of self-esteem. Every successful attempt he subsequently 
made to master conflict moved him in the direction of emo- 
tional wholeness and self-acceptance. Every failure renewed his 
self-destructive guilt and his childlike dependence on external 
authority.” 


10: 
FINDING A VOCATION - 


By the time Hermann Hagedorn graduated from The Hill 
School in 1901, his father had managed to amass a considerable 
fortune on the cotton exchange and was habitually transporting 
his entire household to Germany for half of each year. Adolph, 
the oldest son, was working in the cotton goods business in 
New York, and Father Hagedorn advised his youngest son to 
do likewise. After a lengthy holiday in Göttingen, where he 
found “everyone narrow-minded and small” in great “contrast 
to The Hill and all my friends there,” Hermann started work 
as an office boy at Bliss Fabyan and Company. But he had no 
calling for the work. His letters to Marion Meigs from 1901 to 
1903 reveal this period in his life as one of fumbling uncer- 
tainty, ill-health, and self-absorption. The cards were hope- 
lessly stacked against a business career, for he could find no 
way to make it a moral undertaking. He was anxious to prove 
himself in work, but felt that he was too dreamy and passive 
for the business at hand. He worried about the impression of 
“listlessness and lack of energy” that he gave to others, and he 
determined to correct this image. A little over a year after he 
started work his health broke and he quit the job. For about a 
month he tried attending a business college in New York. In 
May 1902 he wrote to Marion Meigs that “everything bad in 
me seems to have ‘bunched up’ in one great effort to get the 
better of me and I have been appalled at my own weakness.” 

But for the first time he found the strength to resist family 
demands that he spend the summer in Germany. In the fall he 
began looking for a job in publishing, meanwhile teaching in a 
YMCA Sunday school in New York: “So many things that I 
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have undertaken so far have failed that I have determined to 
make a success out of my Sunday School work, if I possibly can, 
just to make me feel that ’'m not quite useless yet.” In January 
1903 he began writing for The Reader, an illustrated monthly 
magazine. Friends there recognized his talent and encouraged 
hint to Continue his education at Harvard. Shortly before his 
twenty-first birthday, Father Hagedorn supplied money for a 
three-month sojourn in Italy. Hermann’s diary of the trip con- 
tained repeated references to his own “dreamy” nature: “I am 
not for the whirl and the war of things,” he observed, “but 
rather for the quiet, the peace and the happy day-dreams.” But 
there were ample references, too, to his gratitude for his fa- 
ther’s financial support and his delight in meeting and mixing 
with “refined” (vornehm) elders. Despite his shift of career 
choice and his increasingly positive emphasis on his dreami- 
ness in contrast to his father’s bristling business style, there 
was no overt break with Father Hagedorn.2 

Hermann entered Harvard in 1903. Initially preoccupied 
with his studies, he gradually began to “crawl” out of his shell 
and to become involved in extracurricular journalism, in the 
Deutscher Verein, and in work with a German theater group. 
For the first time since his days at The Hill he withdrew from 
his association with the YMCA, feeling that he could now put 
behind him his earlier “pharisaical interest in saving souls” and 
learn to do God’s work in “unorthodox ways. At Harvard he 
began to come into a sense of his own powers and to feel “res- 
tive as a dependent son.” He made inquiries about part-time 
work to support himself through college, but happily took 
Dean Le Baron Briggs’s advice that he continuc to accept his 
father’s largesse in the light of “an obligation to go further than 
you might go, without it.” He was dazzled by the life of the 
university and by the great men he met therc—including Theo- 
dore Roosevelt on a visit to the Harvard Advocate office, where 
Hermann served as a member of the board. He became an 
ardent and devoted student of George Pierce Baker, and was 
elected to membership in several prestigious undergraduate 
clubs.® 

In 1907 he graduated from Harvard with highest honors and 
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a confirmed sense of vocation as a poet and dramatist. His 
choice had been influenced, in part, by his self-image as a ro- 
mantic dreamer. One of the chief models of that image was 
Alfred von Mauntz, a family friend in Göttingen, a Shake- 
spearian scholar and translator whom he greatly admired. This 
career was especially congenial to Hermann because he con- 
ceived of the poct as a mediator of spiritual values, a man who 
—unlike Father Hagedorn—was sensitive to the human soul. In 
his view the primary function of poetry was to awaken men to 
their highest moral obligations. It was Grandmother Schwedler 
“and, to a lesser degrec . . . Mother” who guided him in his 
conception of the poet as prophet, of “the responsibility of the 
poet to mankind.” The class day poem he wrote for the 1907 
Harvard commencement called upon his peers to seize the day 
with spiritual purpose: 


The portals are open, the white road leads 
Through thicket and garden, o’er stone and sod. 
On, Up! Boot and saddle! Give spurs to your steeds! 
There’s a city beleaguered that cries for men’s deeds. 
For the faith that is strength and the love that 
is God! 
On through the dawning! Humanity calls! 
Life’s not a dream in the clover! 
On to the walls, on to the walls, 
On to the walls, and over!+* 


“A man has no right to give the world his negations,” he 
wrote to Marion Meigs. “I shall keep those in my four walls 
and out of them build the sure, positive things for the world to 
see.” This approach to poetry coincided exactly with the ap- 
proach to life that Marion Meigs had urged upon him at The 
Hill. His class day poem, “A Troop of the Guard,” with its rol- 
licking cadence and moral uplift, received unexpected pub- 
licity and was widely reprinted in newspapers in Boston and 
New York. An editorial in the Boston Traveler on June 25, 1907, 
observed that “there is no one who will be watched more 
closely for the next few years than this young man.” And critics 
continued to respond, in most of Hermann’s early work, to the 
youthful vitality that he infused into the traditional forms and 
familiar moral concerns of “respectable” American poetry.° 


Hermann Hagedorn... 211 


By the time he left Harvard, Hermann Hagedorn had ac- 
quired more than a sense of vocation, He had experienced 
“three centuries of New England in four ycars—the aspirations, 
the discipline, the freedom; the respect for the individual, the 
urge to aspire and to venture; the challenge to think without 
any encouragement to believe that thinking was ever going to 
be anything but the ‘tough’ process that . . . [his teachers | 
declared it to be.” Harvard was “wholly rooted in America,” 
and it had become a part of him. The tradition he now “recog- 
nized as my own was not the German [one] I had been brought 
up on... but the tradition of Washington, Jefferson and 
Franklin, of Boone, Lincoln, Longfellow, Whitman and Emer- 
son.” There had been no overt rebellion against the German 
past, but rather a seemingly smooth shift of reference points 
and self-identity. The authority of traditionalism remained in- 
taet.* 

In the same year that Hermann achieved a sense of legiti- 
macy as an American son (symbolized by his Harvard degree), 
Father Hagedorn retired from business and moved perma- 
nently to Germany. While Hermann, Jr., had been busy ex- 
tending his commitment to—and securing his status in—Amer- 
ica, Father Hagedorn was embarking upon a “fantastic venture 
in sentimentalism,” the building of a thirty-room mansion set 
in twenty acres of cultivated land near the small village of 
Niederwalluf on the Rhine. In 1907 he took his family to live 
there, in part to fulfill his promises to Charlotte and his obli- 
gations to his sisters, in part to be near his German son, but also 
to enact a grievously miscalculated vision of returning “home” 
in a blaze of glory. 

During his senior year at Harvard, while plans for the move 
to Germany progressed, Hermann began to work on a blank 
verse play entitled The Silver Blade. The play centers on the 
conflicting passions of Queen Guenevere of Scotland at the 
moment when she must decide whether or not to yield to 
Launcelot’s entreaty that she go to England as King Arthur’s 
betrothed. The immediate referent of the play, in Hagedorn’s 
experience, would seem to have been his mother’s “dismay” 
over leaving America for Father Hagedorn’s castle-to-be in 
Niederwalluf. The play’s hero is Edric, Guenevere’s court clerk 
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and confidant, a wise and gentle young man who idolizes the 
queen with a fervor beyond “common passion.” Edric and 
Guenevere are “comrades.” Although he occupies an inferior 
position as a clerk, Guenevere responds to him because “he 
hath kingdoms in his soul.” To Edric, Guenevere is a goddess 
who would reduce herself to a mere woman by yielding to her 
“duty” to marry Arthur or to her physical passion for Launce- 
lot. He urges her to be true to her soul only, to be “steeled and 
cold” to her foreign suitors.” 

The basically Oedipal character of the story reflects the pre- 
cipitating situation itself. Hagedorn represents his own feelings 
through the figure of Launcelot as well as through that of Ed- 
ric. The knightly sentiments of the commencement day poem, 
which he also wrote in 1907, go well with Launcelot’s bearing; 
and both embody the ideal of active service acquired at The 
Hill. Launcelot partakes of Hagedorn’s father identification 
insofar as he is Arthur’s agent, urging the queen to marry the 
king. But he is also a rival for Guenevere’s love in his own right. 
When Launcelot speaks her name “very softly,” Guenevere 
is unable to resist him.° 

Despite Edric’s arguments, Guenevere takes a worldly rather 
than a spiritual view of her duty, and her woman’s weakness— 
so like Annie Hagedorn’s—is successfully exploited by the 
king’s agent. She accepts Arthur and Arthur's homeland as her 
“fate.” After Launcelot leaves the scene, Guenevere suffers a 
moment of doubt and considers stabbing herself with a silver 
dagger, for she recognizes that “the soul’s stolen from me.” 
Edric restrains her only to confront her with her “women’s 
guilt” and beg her to reconsider. When she confesses that she 
“cannot bear to let . . . [Launcelot] go,” Edric decides that 
he must kill her in order to save her from Launcelot-Arthur. In 
despair, he grabs for the silver blade but is seized and killed 
with it himself by court retainers. The silver blade is presented 
explicitly as a symbol of “desire unfettered.” “’Tis a sharp 
blade,” Edric observed earlier in the play: “’Twill make a 
speedy ending for some sinner.” His sin, it would seem, is the 
same as Launcelot’s—physical desire. While Launcelot, free of 
moral compunction, carries off the queen, Edric must be pun- 
ished for his own guilty love.” 
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Despite the fact that no one except Father Hagedorn had 
much heart for the family’s return to Germany, his decision was 
beyond appeal. Plans were made also for Hermann to spend 
three years studying literature at German universities. He spent 
the first winter (1907-1908) at the University of Berlin, work- 
ing on dramatic technique, but found his professors haughty 
and the university badly overcrowded. To Marion Meigs he 
confided that it was hard for him to remain away from Amer- 
ica: 


Europe gives so much . . . [but the] charm wears off quickly. There 
is so much sham about continental life. As soon as you rub off the gilt 
you find putty, instead of strength and sinew. America has no gilt.. 
there strength is crude and often ugly and misapplied, but at least it is 
strength. When Americans are wicked they are so along the paths of 
strength, the Europeans along the lines of weakness. Our [sic] sins are 
the sins of the uncultured baby giant, not the sins of a degenerate. 


At the end of the year he returned to America to begin gradu- 
ate study at Columbia and to marry the American girl to whom 
he had been informally engaged for four years." 

Dorothy Oakley came “from a long line of Hudson River and 
Westchester County stalwarts,” including, on her mother’s side, 
the prominent inventor and industrialist Richard March Hoe 
and the well-known banker and art collector Cyrus J. Law- 
rence. To Hermann she was “American” in personality as well 
as in blood. She was intelligent, energetic, spirited, and “rich 
in faith that was . . . an instrument of . . . effective living.” 
She conceived of marriage as a democratic partnership in thc 
American tradition rather than as a state of servitude. Father 
Hagedorn had opposed a formal betrothal in 1904 on the 
ground that student engagements were neither fitting nor 
proper. But he posed no objection to the match with the well- 
born Dorothy in 1908—despite the fact that ncither he nor 
Dorothy had been able to decide quite what to make of the 
other. Dorothy did not speak a word of German and found the 
Hagedorn family ways strange and alien. For his part, Father 
Hagedorn was shocked by her notions of marriage as a com- 
pact of equals. The young couple’s honeymoon—six happy 
weeks exploring the wilds of Colorado and six strained wecks 
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at the Rhine villa—underscored for Hermann the wide gulf be- 
tween his German and his American lives.” 

Drawing upon the unsettling contrasts of his honeymoon 
trip, Hermann began to work on a novel which took as its theme 
the opposing ideals of marriage and family life in German and 
American culture. The book is set in an isolated village in Ger- 
many, which is dominated by the cold, gloomy, and unhappy 
manor house of Baron von Hallern. The heroine, Gudrun von 
Hallern, is a beautiful and spirited German girl who has been 
Americanized in the course of an extended visit to the United 
States, particularly under the influence of her prospective 
American husband, Jimmie Hammerdale, a Colorado rancher 
and miner. Here Hagedorn represents himself and Dorothy 
Oakley with sexes reversed. The story line of the novel devel- 
ops around Gudrun-Hermann’s relationships to the Baroness 
von Hallern and to the village pastor, Adam Samuels. Both the 
baroness and the pastor are modeled on Father Hagedorn. They 
are self-centered, histrionic, domineering, sentimental, circum- 
scribed by petty and mundane traditions, and given to fre- 
quent outbursts of ill-temper and hypochondria. The baroness 
is locked in a struggle of will with her dutiful daughter, hoping 
to prevent the marriage to Hammerdale. Gudrun-Hermann is 
reluctant to cause an open break and delays the marriage. 
Driven to extremity by her mother’s intransigence, the heroine 
determines to defy parental authority and assert her newly 
learned “American” independence. Once she does so, the van- 
quished baroness accedes to the wedding plans." 

But some larger spiritual mission, beyond rejection of her 
past, is required to justify Gudrun-Hermann’s rebellious act. 
And there were other themes to be adapted from Hermann 
Hagedorn’s relationship to his father. Both of these purposes 
are served by an elaborate subplot centering on Pastor Sam- 
uels’s domestic affairs. Pastor Samuels is presented as an arche- 
typal authoritarian German, obsequious to his betters and 
tyrannical at home. But he is a feeling human being nonethe- 
less. He is trapped by German cultural mores into a behavior 
pattern that alternates between obsessive self-indulgence and 
insensitive abuse of his gentle and submissive wife, Esperanza. 
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Gudrun-Hermann shames the pastor into mending his ways, 
into “opening his eyes to the failure of his soul.” The heroine 
also effects a transformation of Esperanza’s life, helping her to 
rise from her downtrodden estate. Sloughing off German tradi- 
tion, the older couple determine to live together as comrades 
rather than as master and slave. Thus Gudrun-Hermann has 
rescued the mother figure (Esperanza) from the ogre father 
(unregenerate Adam). The “parents” are then reconciled, to 
be sure, but the pastor in his spiritual growth now resembles 
Hermann, Jr., more than Hermann, Sr. The spiritual victors of 
the novel are Gudrun and Jimmie Hammerdale. The young 
American rancher is presented as a faultless embodiment of the 
ideals of freedom and equality—like Dorothy Oakley. The 
German girl, ashamed of the German heritage she has accepted 
unquestioningly for so long, achieves her greatest moment 
when she rejects her past and takes the American tradition of 
human fellowship as her own." 

Besides adapting, in disguise, many of Hagedorn’s emotional 
experiences, the story of this novel rectifies the real life out- 
come of the incident upon which it is based. When the junior 
Hagedorns left Niederwalluf to return to America, there had 
been no victories through personal defiance or through moral 
force. They had not convinced anyone of the superiority of 
their American life-style. But the story is “true” to Hagedorn’s 
emotions and to his recurrent method of handling ambivalence 
toward his father. His feelings are split.between the baroness 
and the pastor: the former is wholly rejected, the latter is con- 
verted into an object worthy of love, with whom the writer 
identifies himself. 

Five months after his marriage to Dorothy Oakley, Hermann 
published a second volume of verse, a lengthy tale entitled 
The Woman of Corinth. This story develops some of the themes 
of The Silver Blade—themes of the pure and spiritually power- 
ful woman, of idealized love that is more than passion (“love 
to godliness akin”), and of the worldly suitor who is unworthy 
of such love. Again, the figure of Annie Hagedorn clearly 
stands behind the heroine." 

Hagedorn’s fourth volume of verse, Poems and Ballads, was 
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not published until 1912, but it derived its major inspiration 
from the emotional dislocation attendant upon his mother’s 
sudden death in Germany in December 1908. There are a num- 
ber of love songs in the collection; but the chief recurrent 
themes are death and the loss of loved ones. Loves presence 
is seen as a sanctuary, which is often contrasted with the bus- 
tling world, Love itself is a commingling of spirits that is ca- 
pable of surviving physical separation. But the pain and an- 
guish of that real separation emerge in the collection’s most 
famous poem, “Doors”: 


Like a young child who to his mother’s door 

Runs eager for the welcoming embrace, 

And finds the door shut, and with troubled face 
Calls and through sobbing calls, and o’er and o'er 
Calling, storms at the panel—so before 

A door that will not open, sick and numb, 

I listen for a word that will not come, 

And know, at last, I may not enter more. 


Silence! And through the silence and the dark 
By that closed door, the distant sob of tears 
Beats on my spirit, as on fairy shores 
The spectral sea; and through the sobbing, hark! 
Down the fair-chambered corridor of years, 
The quiet shutting, one by one, of doors.16 


For almost four years after the death of his mother, Hermann 
moved uncertainly in search of a congenial environment in 
which to practice his vocation. He left Columbia in 1909 to ac- 
cept an instructorship in English at Harvard, But after a year 
or so in Cambridge he grew impatient with the academic 
“ivory tower” and yearned to establish contact with “men and 
men’s things,” with the arena of “real life” where “the fight is.” 
There was a lengthy summer trip to Germany in 1911 and a 
short stay in California. New York, where he had grown up 
and watched his father rise to wealth and position, exerted 
strong attraction as a place to settle. But Hermann was deter- 
mined to lead a “simple” life—a life as totally opposed to that 
villa on the Rhine as he could make it—and the young couple 
finally bought a farm in Fairfield, Connecticut. Despite the fact 
that Hermann was visibly struggling to establish himself as an 
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independent writer, he remained very much a dependent son. 
On a brief Christmas visit to New York in 1910—a depressing 
experience for all parties—Father Hagedorn had agreed to fi- 
nance his son’s career. Hermann continued to look to his father 
for approval of the management of his own affairs." 

Hermann, Sr., and Annie Hagedorn remained dominant in- 
fluences upon their son’s imaginative life as well. The theme of 
painful separation from a loved one informs much of the vivid 
imagery in The Great Maze, a lengthy poem which Hagedorn 
published in 1915 and which he later regarded as his most im- 
portant creative work. The poem retells the story of Agamem- 
non and Clytaemnestra, focusing on the ten-year period of 
loneliness and lifelessness that Clytaemnestra endured after 
Agamemnon’s departure for Troy. The immediate referent of 
the situation, in Hagedorn’s experience, appears to have been 
a time of trial in his parents’ lives. Shortly after Father Hage- 
dorn returned to Germany in 1908 he underwent a series of 
disappointments and disillusionments, First there was a mon- 
strous bill for $180,000 in construction costs for the house at 
Niederwalluf. After that shock came the slow discovery that 
“he was no longer the distinguished foreigner; he was just an- 
other retired German merchant” in the eyes of the local gentry. 
Quarters had been provided in the new house for each of his 
children, but they began to marry and settle elsewhere. Finally, 
Grandmother Schwedler, who had followed the family to Ger- 
many, died in her unhappy exile. In the fall of 1908, Father 
Hagedorn’s emotional distress erupted as a scvere case of 
eczema. His overly solicitous sisters ensconced themselves in 
the household at Niederwalluf as his nurses. Their presence 
aggravated the normally high tensions within the family. Un- 
der the circumstances Father Hagedorn, always “susceptible 
to [their] adoration,” permitted the aunts to arrange a stay for 
him in a Stuttgart sanitorium, wherc thcy alone would accom- 
pany him until he recovered. Annie Hagedorn apparently 
waited in vain for her husband to ask her to join him. When he 
failed to do so she “bit back the tears, and the anger, and 
watched them go with dry eyes and a lacerated heart.”!® 

According to Hermann, Jr., she “hoped, from day to day, that 
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Father would send for her,” but she received no direct word 
from him—only letters from the aunts. Annie Hagedorn’s an- 
guish clearly provided the model of Clytaemnestra’s myriad 
nights of agony: 


. . What those long nights were 
One heart and one heart only knows. 
. [for] ten years 
Day came in hope and died in misery. 


But after several weeks of strain, Annie Hagedorn broke down 
in front of her daughters at Niederwalluf. Word was sent to 
Father Hagedorn, who got rid of the aunts immediately and 
summoned his wife to his side. Hermann and Annie Hagedorn 
had ten weeks together before her death. According to their 
son, Annie held no rancor against her husband: “It was not in 
her to nourish an abiding grievance.” In their last days together 
they renewed “their youth, alone . . . as they had not been 
alone . . . since the first year of their marriage.”” 

In The Great Maze, Hagedorn tells the same story of an- 
guished separation and autumnal reconciliation. The fictional 
version, however, rectifies real life in that the guilty father, not 
the innocent mother, dies at the end. But the plot is essentially 
a showcase for character studies of Agamemnon and Clytaem- 
nestra. At the beginning of the poem, Agamemnon has just re- 
turned from the siege of Troy. He is unaware that he has 
wronged his wife by abandoning her and brought a curse upon 
his family by his willful sacrifice of the child Iphigenia. He is 
taken aback by Clytaemnestra’s coldness and tells her that “I 
cannot fathom or pretend to pierce / With my man’s inexpe- 
rience of souls / That sea that is your spirit.” Clytaemnestra 
scorns his approaches: “though you are a wise man in your 
world, / You are a very child in mine.” Agamemnon’s tragic 
flaw of character, like Father Hagedorn’s, lies in his blindness 
to the world of spirit, in his vain, self-pitying pursuit of worldly 
things. He is accused of murdering his wife “in life.” Though 
he is not “bad at heart,” his weakness of character, issuing in 
the “murder” of his wife and the betrayal of his children (Elec- 
tra and Orestes are also estranged from the family) inevitably 
brings retribution in suffering and death. As in Aeschylus’ treat- 
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ment of the story, the powerful king could have chosen alterna- 
tive actions at the outset, but once he determined upon his 
course the consequences unfold with grim inevitability," 

But the figure of Clytaemnestra is vastly changed from 
Aeschylus version. Far from being faithless, domineering and 
hypocritical, she is deeply honest, spiritually enlightened. Her 
coldness is the result of grief, which has not hardened into an- 
ger or hatred. To be sure, under the strain of her long and 
lonely trial she submitted to Aegisthus, and she bears the guilt 
of her woman’s weakness. But that is in the past; in the course 
of the poem she gathers her spiritual strength and majestically 
rejects her lover: 


... I will not bow; 
I will not be raised up; I will not drink 
Mercy from any lips. My days are mine, 
And I will keep the government of them. 


Agamemnon remains her only true lover, and her ties to him 
are so strong that she is able to overcome her sorrow and ap- 
proach reconciliation with her husband: “There was a bond as 
firm as rapture shared. / And that was common misery.” It is 
Aegisthus, unable to bear the sight of Clytaemnestra in Aga- 
memnon’'s arms, who finally kills the king. In the climactic rec- 
onciliation scene of the poem, just before the king is killed, 
Agamemnon declares, 


Life is a great maze, Clytaemnestra. You 
And I were lost in it awhile. But look, 
Love is the thread of it, love is the key. 
We shall not walk in mazes anymore. 


Suffering has brought wisdom to both of the protagonists: 
“they two who had seen love rise in glory and go down in 
shame’ share a last moment of bittersweet happiness before 
they must submit to the inexorable forces of retribution.” 

So completely did this poem gather up Hermann Hagedorn’s 
profoundest emotional experiences that it would reverberate, 
forty-six years later, in the theme and structure of his autobiog- 
raphy, The Hyphenated Family. One can interpret his auto- 
biography in terms that bring out parallels to the whole of the 
Oresteia, taking into account Hagedorn’s earlier emendations. 
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It is the tale of a private blood feud. Father Hagedorn has 
placed the curse of hyphenation upon his family by his weak 
and sentimental betrayals. Hermann, in the role of Orestes, is 
determined to punish his father for the “life murder” of Annie 
Hagedorn and for the sinful “sacrifice” of the two sons sent to 
Germany. In effect, Father Hagedorn’s children were betrayed 
by him because he failed to devote himself to their needs. Aga- 
memnon confesses his guilt to Electra in The Great Maze: 


.. . You are betrayed, 
Not she [Clytaemnestra] nor I, save as one fault in both 
Betrayed us both. You with your loving heart .. . 
You are betrayed. All that asked light in you, 
All that asked love in you and wanted mirth 
And Quiet, growing days, all is betrayed. 


In the poem, Hagedorn’s own feelings are split. In part he is 
Aegisthus, nephew, love-rival, and slayer of the king; in part 
he is Electra-Orestes, wronged children of the guilty couple 
and accursed heirs of fate. At the end of his autobiography, 
written when Father Hagedorn had been dead for four dec- 
ades, he would finally shift the emphasis away from Aegisthus’ 
vengeance and Electra-Orestes’ victimization to Orestes’ role 
as reconciler and founder of a new order. Taken as a whole, his 
autobiography is an attempt to reconcile the past with the 
present; in its last pages he presents himself as the Father 
Hagedorn of a new generation.”” 

By the eve of World War I, Hermann Hagedorn had pub- 
lished six volumes of poetry, drama, and fiction. While occa- 
sional reviewers noted technical faults in his work, particularly 
a painful clumsiness in the rendering of American colloquial 
speech, most critics praised his seriousness, “dignity,” and 
“firmness of feeling.” It was widely agreed that the “unusual 
promise” of his early work was redeemed with the publication 
of The Great Maze: one popular reviewer asserted that there 
was “nothing finer in modern American poetry.” Technically 
unsophisticated, his chief stock in trade as a writer was the pas- 
sion stirred by his deep emotional conflicts.” 

Meanwhile, Father Hagedorn was living alone at Nieder- 
walluf. He was sick, lonely, and alienated both from the un- 
expectedly distasteful realities of German life and the happy 
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American past on whieh he had turned his baek. Aceording to 
Hermann, Jr., the whole disastrous venture of returning to Ger- 
many proved a perfeet example of Father Hagedorn’s poor 
judgment and self-will. Obviously he had never given thought 
to “the possibility that he might owe something to the country 
that had weleomed him . . . [and] given him an opportunity 
to make . . . a fortune, and thrown about him and his family 
the protection and the splendor of the institutions of free gov- 
ernment.” In Hermann’s eyes, the move to Germany revealed 
Father Hagedorn to be a traitor to Ameriea—as he had earlier 
been a betrayer of his sons.2! 
Then eame Nemesis—in the guise of the First World War: 


I feel a chill in my spine as I regard, from a perspective of half a cen- 
tury, the unfolding of the process of retribution in Father’s life. This 
Nemesis, hovering always in the shadows near him, whip in hand, is no 
spiteful goddess, jealous of his happiness and success. She is the child of 
law; she is herself law; cause and effect, sowing and reaping, the tree 
and its fruit. Without passion, inexorably, she moves through her inevi- 
table sequences. Only one who has not felt her lash can withhold pity 
from this good man on whose anguished back the Shadow was about to 
rain her sharpest blows. 


Beginning with the outbreak of war in 1914 and lasting until 
his death in 1919, Father Hagedorn would receive the cruel 
punishment that moral law demanded and that his son, despite 
a reluetant pity for the man, pereeived as just. For Hermann 
Hagedorn, Jr., too, the years from 1914 to 1919 were a time of 
profound emotional turmoil. Events provided him with rich 
opportunities to fulfill his yearning to be “possessed” by Amer- 
ica and to serve as her aggressive knight. But they also intensi- 
fied cross-pressures that threatened his preeiously small 
achievement of self-respect and self-eontrol. Before the war 
was over, he would be driven to act out his inner eonflicts and 
to take extraordinary measures to ward off attacks on his self- 
esteem.” 


iia: 


THE BATTLEFIELD: 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 


When war broke out in Europe in 1914, Hagedorn’s initial re- 
action was horror. Letters from the aunts in Göttingen, from 
Father Hagedorn, and from his beloved sister Irma exulted in 
German victories and argued that the war, which made “one 

. truly proud to be a German,” had been launched in self- 
defense. “Germany was the innocent lamb,” they told him, “at- 
tacked by ravenous wolves who envied her her green pastures, 
and anyone who intimated the contrary was inconceivably 
mendacious.” Father Hagedorn enjoined Hermann, “Do every- 
thing that you can to spread the truth about the war. We were 
shamefully attacked. Everything has been prepared by our 
foes, years in advance, everything settled, signed and sealed.” 
But Hermann could see no possibility of glory for anyone in 
the war and looked elsewhere for the sources of it: 


My horror [of the war] had a background of Germany’s pride in her 
military power, her glorification of war, and Fathers pride in the easy 
victories of the Franco-Prussian War, and the obvious itch of the naval 
officers in Kiel to show what they could do. My background included the 
dismay of the people we met in England in 1911 at the thought of war 
. . . In the back of my mind, in 1914, was Fathers hero-worship of Bis- 
marck and Moltke and their military triumphs . . . war was something 
glorious [to them].! 


But his suspicion of the German cause was countered by the 
bonds that tied him to his German past: “Soberly gratified 
though I might be at every German setback, every German 
victory set my Teutonic heart beating faster.” For the moment 
he stood apart from the controversy over who was to blame for 
the war and, poised in indecision, condemned only the war it- 
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self. In the fall of 1914 he brought out a verse play that spoke 
of 


. the ancient battle story!— 
Of stricken love and laughter slain 
And hearts beneath the loop of pain— 
But not a breath of human gain— 
And not a word of glory, 


The play describes the pressures for war in two hypothetical, 
well-intentioned countries. In one case a peace-loving monarch 
succumbs to the wily machinations of his ministers; in the 
other, a contractor, a manufacturer of guns, the owner of a 
newspaper chain, legislative officials, and military personnel 
conspire to lead their republican country into battle for their 
personal gain. Exactly four years later Hagedorn would pub- 
lish a lengthy poem, Hymn of Free Peoples Triumphant, which 
celebrated the fighting and likened the war toa religious Arma- 
geddon in which all justice resided on the Allies’ side2 

As family influence from Germany and countering peer pres- 
sure in America increased, he could no longer sustain his am- 
bivalence toward his father’s land or his indecision about the 
combatants. When the first shock of the conflagration began 
to wear off, Hagedorn found himself shifting his sense of out- 
rage from the war itself to what appeared to be its chief, cer- 
tainly its initiating, agent. Father Hagedorn reopened old 
wounds when he renounced his American citizenship in Feb- 
ruary 1915, declaring that he was “grieved beyond reason . . 
that America has taken so hostile an attitude toward us.” In 
the same month Hagedorn vigorously supported the position 
taken by Kuno Francke that German-Americans owed their 
chief loyalty to the country whose citizenship they enjoyed, re- 
gardless of their emotional bonds to Germany. The sinking of 
the Lusitania in May 1915 “crystallized for all clear thinking 
men the cloudy issues of the war.” Hagedorn projected his own 
double-mindedness onto Germany in describing “the concep- 
tion of military logic which the Prussian Junkers had imposed 
on a people naturally humane and peace loving.” Admitting 
that there were rights and wrongs on both sides with respect 
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to strategic considerations and national interests, he fixed upon 
the indiscriminate use of force as the overriding moral issue. 
“Sensible people,” he wrote to Irma, “recognized that Germany 
was quite justified in blowing up a ship . . . [which she þe- 
lieved to carry] such quantities of ammunition. What we cried 
out against was the fact that the passengers and crew were 
given no chance whatever to escape.” He begged Irma to for- 
give him for his inability to agree with the German position, 
but argued that it was the Germans themselves who were re- 
sponsible for his convictions. He had seen copies of the Frank- 
furter Zeitung and knew that the German people were being 
fed a one-sided version of the facts. He was outraged too by 
the “illogical and sophistical” statements that German profes- 
sors gave to the receptive American press. Pro-German propa- 
gandists in America, he added, only poisoned the situation for 
“those of us who love Germany.” 

His need to convince Irma of the moral basis of his position 
was overshadowed by the sharpening conflict between himself 
and his American brother Addie, “whose tender heart and gen- 
tle spirit—so like Mother’s—"drew his affection. Addie seemed 
“to find all right and justice on the German side.” He believed 
that American financial interests, inextricably bound to the 
Allies, exerted a pernicious influence on public opinion and 
government policy in America. The brothers were divided, in 
effect, between pro-German and pro-Allied positions “on al- 
most every issue that arose.” Forty-five years later, when Her- 
mann Hagedorn still felt pangs of guilt for his harsh and 
punitive rejection of his German background, he would dis- 
place it onto his rejection of his brother: 


As I look back to those dark days, I feel ashamed that J never gave my 
brother credit for his courage in maintaining, throughout the period of 
American neutrality, a point of view, shared indecd, by millions of 
Americans in the Middle West and Far West but sharply out of key with 
the opinions of most of his friends and associates in business and in so- 
cial life in the East. It required no courage on my part to take the posi- 
tion I took. I was flowing with the tide. I was everybody's “fair-haired 
boy,” who was linked by blood, tradition and kin to Germany, yet took 
the Allied side. But Addie stood almost alone, subject to malicious 
tongues and lifted eyebrows; and he stood fast.4 
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But at the time, Hagedorn’s strong orientation toward Amer- 
ica found fulfillment in his acceptance of majority opinion. His 
conformity was no mcre drifting with the tide; it was active, 
involved—and exhilarating. It provided him with the “new 
faith” he had called upon his classmatcs to discover in his 
“Troop of the Guard.” During the first year of the war, at the 
moment when his father renounced his American citizenship, 
he began to turn his own back “definitely, on Germany.” It was 
both a condemnation of his father and a declaration of his own 
status as an American. He had certainly never been a full Ger- 
man or a German “diluted” by American birth, and it had al- 
ready been decided by his mother that he was not to be “a man 
of two countries, who did not know in which he belonged, and 
really belonged to neither.” It was Annie Hagedorn’s idea “be- 
fore it was my own” that he was to be an American. 

“A Keeper of the Light,” a parable published in Outlook in 
1918, told the story of a “Happy Eremite” who remembers vis- 
iting two German-American households in his childhood, one 
modeled on the Schwedler home and one on the Hagedorn 
home. To the daughter of the Schwedler-like family the world 
war “brought exaltation and the passionate longing to give,” 
while the master of the other household found “only misery and 
resentment and bitterness.” Addressing himself to the Schwed- 
ler-like daughter, the Happy Eremite murmurs, “of such as 
you, dear lady . . . the foundations of Amcrica are made. And 
the blood in the veins is neither hcre nor there. The vision is 
all.” This imagined “exaltation” of his mother became the ideal 
model of Hagedorn’s own behavior. 

Now he had the opportunity to prove not only that he him- 
self was undivided, but that there was no such entity as a 
German-American. Responding to George Sylvester Viereck’s 
charges that he was a renegade from the German-American 
community, he wrote that “certain German-Amcricans, cven 
those who are unquestionably loyal to the United States, seem 
to feel that Mr. Viereck has said something noteworthy. Those 
who knew my father [when he lived in America] even insist 

. that certain very limited endeavors of mine . . . consti- 
tute a disgrace to his name.” But theirs was the false position, 
for German-Americanism “is... not a union of anything 
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. it is a wedge, with the sledge hammer in the hands of 
Germany.” Theodore Roosevelt’s “passionate devotion to his 
country” became Hagedorn’s real model of behavior, as his 
mother was his ideal model.® 

Hagedorn’s affirmation of his American loyalty and his con- 
version to a pro-Allied, anti-German position brought him into 
line with the American subculture he most admired: the tra- 
ditionalist literary establishment based in New England. It 
was this group that provided the immediate reference of his 
American identity and status aspirations. Later he would be- 
come a prominent official of the markedly Anglophilic National 
Institute of Arts and Letters, the most respected of literary 
associations. In the meantime, he shared with its members a 
keen admiration for Theodore Roosevelt, a distaste for Wil- 
sons ambiguous neutrality, and an increasingly fervent com- 
mitment to the Allied cause. Besides the status and prestige 
that his affirmation brought him, there was a special sense of 
excitement and uplift in joining forces with American patriots. 
Not only did he belong to America; he was working “respon- 
sibly” to raise her to her greatest possibilities, to exhort upon 
her a unity of mind and effort in the cause of justice, to realize 
the idea of America that was Lincoln’s dream, and Grandfather 
Schwedler’s, and his own." 

Convinced of the inevitability of American participation in 
the war, of the justness of the cause, and of the imperative need 
for preparedness, Hagedorn contacted in the fall of 1916 sev- 
eral other writers who held similar views. Together they orga- 
nized the Vigilantes, a committee of authors who agreed to 
donate their talents to the cause of educating Americans in 
their citizenship responsibilities. Initially they concerned them- 
selves with encouraging mental, moral, and physical prepared- 
ness. Here were the elements of noblesse oblige that Hagedorn 
had learned at The Hill School. Their plan called for action to 
arouse “the spiritual forces of the country.” America was “fat, 
flabby, and self-satisfied,” as Europe had been before 1914. 
Europe had stripped down to hard muscle through the disci- 
pline of war. According to Hagedorn, the “vital question” the 
American people now faced was: “Must we be thrashed into 
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manhood or shall we wake up in tine and substitute spiritual 
discipline for the discipline of the bayonet?” 

Hagedorn recommended “widespread [public] discussion of 
the meaning and scope of spiritual preparedness.” He proposed 
a program of training youth for citizenship, with large-scale 
proselytizing campaigns conducted by young people during the 
summers. “Above all things,” he wrote in a moment of self- 
deception, the spirit of the Vigilantes was to be “young, gay, 
hopeful, adventurous, the antithesis of all that is described by 
the word ‘earnest.’” Early in 1917 he developed the thesis that 
it was the mission of American boys to save the world by dedi- 
cated service to their country’s highest ideals. In You Are the 
Hope of the World: An Appeal to the Girls and Boys of Amer- 
ica, he perceived the role of young people not as inheritors of 
a noble tradition but, significantly, as the sole conceivable 
agents of a radically new future.” 

The operating program of the Vigilantes was considerably 
less ambitious—and more realistic—than the original plan. By 
the end of 1916 the committee had secured an impressive list 
of writers, artists, publicists, and patriots, and began placing 
their efforts with some 15,000 newspapers and syndicates. The 
organizers worked together with representatives of the Na- 
tional Security League and the American Defense Society in 
arranging distribution of patriotic publicity. After America’s 
entry into the war, the Vigilantes shifted from preparedness to 
propaganda and combating “all the foes of our own household, 
open and covert; all the forces working against national unity.” 
Its leaders conccived of the organization as an antidote to the 
pro-German propaganda machine and aimed their fire not so 
much at Germany as at pro-German militants and “the uncer- 
tain German-Americans.” One of its members, echoing a theme 
of Wilson’s 1916 presidential campaign, spoke explicitly of 
“our enemies the hyphenates.”” 

This was a curious way to define the cnemy after April 1917. 
But the Vigilantes were far more concerned with internal 
threats than with external danger. Their focus was not so much 
on the justness of the nation’s cause as on the need for national 
unity. German-Amcrican self-assertion stirred deep American 
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anxieties that the nation would not hold together, that at a time 
of danger from without it would dissolve into its many parts. 
German-Americans quickly became the chief target of “one 
hundred percent Americanism,” a slogan that embodied the 
social imperative to “total national loyalty” and active service 
to the state. In June 1917 Congress passed an Espionage Act 
that, in effect, suppressed “free speech for all opponents of 

.. war.” This was followed by state espionage laws and the 
federal Sedition Act of May 1918 imposing severe penalties on 
a wide range of unpatriotic language and bchavior. Pro-Amer- 
ica societies were organized among the German element in 
New York and elsewhere to boycott advertisers in the German- 
language press."° 

Theodore Roosevelt, who in 1917 wrote to a friend recom- 
mending the “shooting . . . or hanging” of disloyal German- 
Americans, kept up a vigorous attack on hyphenates. In June 
1917 he urged governmental censorship of the German-lan- 
guage press. In July he declared that it was not enough to 
favor America in the war; anyone who continued to prefer 
Germany over England was a traitor. A trustce of the American 
Defense Society, he lent support to the organization of vigil- 
ance committees to keep watch over streetcorner sedition." 

It was in the context of these developments that Hermann 
Hagedorn’s wartime propaganda work took shape. Intensely 
personal considerations disposed him toward the antihyphen 
campaign: his own father was proof that divided loyalty had 
tragic consequences, As a Vigilante, Hermann could be the 
agent of his father’s symbolic punishment and yet remain rela- 
tively free of guilt because the expression of hostility and ag- 
gression was shared by others. 

Hagedorn’s central role in the Vigilantes did not go unno- 
ticed in the German-American community or in Germany it- 
self. Many in both countries saw his action as a stab in the back. 
They were far more sensitive to Hagedorn’s defection than to 
criticism from outsiders, who were not expected to share their 
values and loyalties. His repudiation seemed to announce to 
the world that the bonds that tied Germans to their cause and 
German-Americans to their community were fragile and un- 
worthy. Hagedorn’s assault on the impassioned pro-Germans 
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was blunt and cruel. In November 1917 he drew public atten- 
tion to Viereck, the editor of The Fatherland, in his “Portrait 
Ove hat 4 


A little greasy, not quite clean, 
Conceited, snobbish, vain, obscene, 
Like flying poison are his smiles, 
And what he touches, he defiles. 

A poet, knowing Love and Art, 

He makes a brothel of his heart; 

A builder, gifted to build high, 

He dreams in filth and builds a sty 
To haggle in with foolish kings 
Over the price of wit and wings. 
And when his country calls her men 
With gun and sword, with brush and pen, 
He smirks and quotes the Crucified, 
And jabs his pen-knife in her side. 


Viereck, accomplished in the art of wielding a penknife, re- 
sponded with “Portrait of a Jackal”: 


For love of ease he plays the knave; 
He spits upon his father’s grave. 

Yea, for his master’s sport his tongue 
Befouls the race from which he sprung— 
While eager, oily, smooth and kempt, 
He eats the crumbs of their contempt. 
A beggar, lacking love and art, 

He sells his malice on the mart. 

He casts a eunuch’s jaundiced eyes 
Upon the Prophet’s Paradise, 

And when his country calls for men, 
Gives all he can, a—fountain pen. 

His brave words hide a slacker’s heart. 
Informer, sneak, he chose his part, 

A Jackal, ever on the run, 

Save when the odds are ten to one! 


In Berlin, Fred Hagedorn came upon an article in the Cologne 
Gazette referring to Hermann’s “unholy activities” and calling 
him a Schweinehund. He received “hints that there were 
thresholds that I should never cross again.” More temperate 
voices within the New York “German crowd’—among whom 
Hermann had grown up and still numbered some friends— 


States of Belonging ... 230 


urged restraint on him. It was one thing, they argued, to be 
loyal to America; they did not quarrel with that. “But volun- 
tary, open and active espousal of the American cause, No; by 
all that was absolute, No. Any other course [but passive loy- 
alty] was disloyal to my father and to the rest of the family now 
living in Germany and, in one way or another, fighting for 
Germany. 

But passive loyalty was inadmissible to Hermann Hagedorn, 
for it credited the claims of blood, soil, and tradition that Ger- 
man culture exalted and Father Hagedorn embodied. Those 
were the values most precisely opposed to his conception of 
his mother’s ideals “of freedom for the individual to fashion his 
own life, and, in cooperation with others, a new society.” Hos- 
tility toward his father bubbled to the surface in denunciations 
of potential traitors. Guilt was skillfully outflanked through a 
role reversal with his father: Father Hagedorn’s blind faith in 
Germany marked him as naive and “childlike.” Thus Hermann 
himself played the role of father, or wise elder, in administer- 
ing deserved punishment to this “inferior” and guilty child. 
The compulsiveness of his fiercely uncompromising stand on 
the war issues was a measure of his inability to admit passivity, 
ambiguity, or weakness." 

Ironically, Hermann Hagedorn’s behavior during the war 
resembled his father’s in several ways. Both transformed their 
deep attachment to their mothers into passionate loyalty to 
their homelands; both were absolutely certain of the justness 
of their stands. Each was living in a situation in which his 
mixed national background attracted suspicion, and each re- 
sponded with an extreme form of patriotism. They shared a 
deep hostility to the American President, Woodrow Wilson. 
While Father Hagedorn fumed over Wilson’s alleged subservi- 
ence to England and his failure to force a negotiated settlement 
of the war, Hermann castigated the “timid, hesitant and uncer- 
tain” President. Wilson’s “weak-kneed helplessness in the face 
of the English Foreign Office” was matched only by his “flabby 
ineptitude . . . in his dealings with Germany.” But Wilson’s 
chief fault was his failure to provide the American people with 
vigorous leadership. In the wake of the Lusitania affair the 
President did not see that “nations are like children. . . . They 
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must feel a controlling hand or they grow wild and break 
things.” During the period of neutrality and afterward Wilson 
substituted rhetoric and evasion for effective actions and re- 
vealed himself fundamentally bereft of “soul.””! 

Hagedorn bitterly denounced the German-language press, 
conjured up a Pan-German conspiracy to consolidate the Ger- 
man element in the United States, found foreign influences in 
the National German-American Alliance, and lumped together 
the Exchange Professorships, Prince Henry's visit to the United 
States in 1902, the Alliance, the German-language press, the 
German embassy, and German government agents as instru- 
ments of a master plan to subvert the allegiance of German- 
Americans to their adopted country. His inner turmoil assumed 
mild paranoid dimensions: the inner pressures of his father- 
derived German conscience were seen by him as outer pres- 
sures exerted by German agents.” 

Meanwhile surface relations between father and son began 
to alter. In August 1914 Hermann wrote to his father offering 
to give up his yearly income. Father Hagedorn insisted on 
standing by his compact, and although he transferred all of his 
assets to Germany in the fall of 1915 he left a $25,000 fund in 
the United States to secure Hermann’s allowance. At the begin- 
ning of 1917 Father Hagedorn, suspecting need on the part of 
Hermann’s growing family (two daughters, Mary and Doro- 
thea, were born in 1909 and 1913 respectively; a son, David, 
followed in September 1918), directed his agents to double 
Hermann’s payments. But when the family learned of Her- 
mann’s anti-German activities, his allowance was halved “as a 
first move to its complete finish.” Retelling this story in 1941, 
Hagedorn recalled his despair: he was thirty-five years old and 
had never earned his own living; he had a family to support 
and no idea where to turn—except to place his fate in the hands 
of God. Many years later, in his autobiography, he recalled the 
matter in a context of moral self-justification: despite obliga- 
tions to his art and his family’s security, he grew restive under 
the moral burden of accepting his father’s support while he 
engaged in activities directed against his father’s beliefs. Fol- 
lowing a crisis of conscience, he simply renounced his father’s 
aid. Whether father or son was most responsible for the break, 
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Hermann found himself in the summer of 1917 in a state of 
deep estrangement.*® 

His ostensible declaration of independence only partially 
assuaged his conscience, for there remained the need to justify 
his actions in terms of his moral idealism. In a sense he had to 
justify himself to Annie Hagedorn. To this end he spent part 
of that same summer writing a disguised apologia. “A Family 
Letter from a German-American to His Brother” was published 
pseudonymously in December 1917 and addressed to “Dear 
Felix.” The fictitious Felix was obviously a stand-in for Adolph 
Hagedorn, who was, in turn, “so like Mother.” The two broth- 
ers, Hermann and Adolph, had disagreed over the war issues 
for three years. Hermann now summed up his case with three 
major propositions. First, he argued, the retention of loyalty to 
Germany—to the past—was based on “clannishness and senti- 
mentality,” perverse and evil-engendering characteristics of 
German culture, which had warped the Hagedorn family’s life. 
These corrupting traits were stimulated by German-language 
teachers, pastors, editors, and fathers, all of whom were hench- 
men of the German government. Second, the notion that it was 
possible to serve two masters through passive loyalty to Amer- 
ica was erroneous. “We dare not be passive,” Hagedorn warned 
his brother, for divided feeling among German-Americans 
would mean that “this country would be split into fragments 
as our family is now split, the members torn from each other 
and each member torn within himself.” Loyalty, in other words, 
must be no less than “one hundred percent.” Third, American 
unity was more than a political need; it was a spiritual neces- 
sity. The future of America, the realization of the American 
ideal, depended on the melting away of ethnic differences and 
their transformation into a new, spiritually unique way of life. 

Here Hagedorn’s personal referent was his own and not his 
family’s experience, for he wrote obliquely of the way in which 
his German background handicapped his assimilation into 
American society. His conception of Americanism turned out 
to be the same exclusive one that had made him an outsider. 
Unconsciously revealing his earlier sense of inferiority, he now 
denounced as un-American those traits which he deemed most 
characteristic of his own youth. He called upon his brother to 
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join in “shaming” those German-Americans who continued to 
hold back from the Allied cause out of sentimentality.” 

On one level, Hagedorn’s “Family Letter” is an indirect in- 
dictment of Father Hagedorn, But when he wrote that “there 
seem to be times when a man must renounce father and mother, 
brother and sister, in order to be loyal to something higher than 
blood relatives,” he alluded both to his father’s failure and to 
his own success. Having placed himself in a conflict situation 
analogous to that of his father at an earlier time, he took a 
totally different course and felt himself morally “cleansed” by 
his own break with Germany. The “Family Letter” reveals Her- 
mann’s attempt to arrest guilt by invoking national loyalty as a 
moral imperative: “we cannot afford to let the lesser loyalty of 
the family or the tribe interfere with the larger loyalty due the 
country that has protected us and given us happiness and the 
opportunity to achieve success; or the loyalty, even wider yet, 
which is due to the principles of justice and liberty on which 
this country rests.” There were no grounds for compromise or 
reconciliation in Hermann Hagedorn’s ultimatum to his brother. 
One may infer from his behavior the existence of a prudential 
motive: a desire to obviate suspicions that would otherwise 
attach to him because of his family’s activities in Germany.'® 

In 1918 Hagedorn published an overt attack on the leader- 
ship of the German-American community in the form of an 
appeal to “Americans of German Origin” to shake off their 
double-mindedness and take a firm stand on the war. During 
the period of American neutrality, he argued, many German- 
Americans understandably had nursed an instinctive sympathy 
for the German cause. This sympathy was fed by resentment 
over the pro-Allied policies of the government, press, and busi- 
ness community. It encouraged them to remain silent and pas- 
sive when America finally entered the war, misbelieving that 
it was their right as citizens to do so, Hagedorn sought to con- 
vince them that American entry created a radically new situa- 
tion, which demanded an absolute choice, on their part, between 
loyalty and disloyalty. In the absence of effective leadership, 
German-Americans failed to perceive the imperative need for 
choice because they were blinded by sentiment: “It is natural- 
born sentimentality which has tied the German-American to a 
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Fatherland which he left for excellent reasons . . . Like all 
sentimentalists, he wants to have his cake and eat it, too... 
America is his wife, but he keeps Germany as his soul-mate, 
and is puzzled and offended when his wife boxes his ears, and 
hales him into court and asks, ‘Heinrich, where do you stand?’ 71° 

Assuming the role of friendly prosecutor, Hagedorn presented 
a list of American grievances against the German-American 
community. Americans believed that German-Americans ac- 
cepted German propaganda uncritically and were insufficiently 
aware of the differences between German and American ideals. 
Americans looked upon German-American leadership as “un- 
disguisedly and above all . . . [pro-] German.” They saw venal 
editors, politicians, businessmen, and teachers playing on the 
prejudices of German-Americans for their private gain. And 
they observed that some of the more influential leaders were 
either agents of the German government or “wined and dined 
by the Kaiser.” Hagedorn placed specific blame for this failure 
of leadership on the snobbish and exclusive German-American 
upper classes, the “upper crust” among whom his father had 
moved in earlier days, who would have provided a natural 
leadership for the community had they not considered them- 
selves a caste apart: “they did not care to speak. Not one of 
them raised his voice against the pompous drivel of the German- 
American Alliance orators.” Nor would these men of education, 
social position, and influence deign to champion America; they 
were parlor citizens. They knew the Alliance for what it was 
but retreated before it in “snobbish or sullen indifference.” 

When its natural leaders abdicated their responsibility, Hage- 
dorn argued, the German-American community fell under the 
sway of lesser guides. Old men with old illusions, these petty 
‘politicians—editors and Alliancemen—adopted an automatically 
defensive position on behalf of Germany and ended up by be- 
coming mere tools of the German government. They allowed 
themselves to place German rights above American rights, 
praised the martial spirit in Germany and supported pacifism 
in America, criticized American capitalists and ignored German 
Junkers, and refused to credit hard evidence of sabotage and 
spying. They regarded “all things American as censurable and 
all things German as perfect.” 
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If these “hyphenates” earned Hagedorn’s greatest scorn, he 
clearly distinguished between them and “Americans of German 
Origin.” The latter group he hoped to save by his exhortation 
to eschew passivity, to see that “there . . . [can be] no neutrals 
in this war” and to understand that after April 6, 1917, the issue 
was fairly drawn by Americans in the followin g terms: “He who 
is not [wholly] for us is against us.” In 1914 it had been possible 
to view the war as an economic conflict. But the course of 
events had revealed that the real character of the conflict was 
ideological: between autocracy on the one hand and democracy 
on the other. “No American of German blood can in this crisis 
cleave with his heart to Germany and be anything but disloyal 
to the United States.” If they persisted in their divided alle- 
giance then their repression would be justified, for there was a 
real danger that they might fatally weaken America. As an 
agent of the American spirit, Hermann felt compelled to rescue 
the motherland by isolating her enemies.° 

Despite the bitter excess of Hagedorn’s condemnation of their 
leadership, many German-Americans responded to his appeal. 
There was no denying the fact that America’s entry into the 
war altered their situation. Adolph Hagedorn “thoroughly ap- 
proved” of the book; expressions of support also came from 
“many editors of German language newspapers and periodicals” 
and from members of Hagedorn’s old “German crowd” in New 
York. On the recommendation of Frances Kellor, Hagedorn was 
“invited . . . to serve as a dollar-a-year racial adviser on Amer- 
icans of German origin” to the office of the federal Commis- 
sioner of Education. In this capacity he called together a group 
of “reformed” German-American editors, publishers, and dele- 
gates from German social clubs in New York City, whom he 
hoped to weld into a new organization in the spring of 1918. 
His plan was that the National Patriotic Council of Loyal 
Americans of German Origin would “testify to... [the] 
single-minded loyalty” of responsible elements in the German- 
American community.”! 

But Hagedorn’s efforts “crossed wires” with the government- 
sponsored Friends of German Democracy, and proved unsuc- 
cessful. He had barely launched his organization when he was 
humiliated by the denial of a government appointment, alleg- 
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edly as the result of pressure from George Creel, Wilson's prop- 
aganda chief, At the same time Franz Sigel, head of the Friends 
of German Democracy, charged that the National Patriotic 
Council was a racist organization: unlike the Friends, its mem- 
bership was open only to Germans. The charge put Hagedorn 
in an awkward position. He tried to dismiss his rivals on the 
ground that “any effort to develop among German-Americans 
an interest in German democracy was beside the point”; such 
efforts tended to exploit the double-mindedness of the hyphen- 
ate community rather than direct it on an exclusively Ameri- 
can path. “Our aim was simply to make German-Americans 
into straight Americans, looking forward, not back.” But his 
rejoinder did not come to grips with the charge of German- 
American separatism, and the National Council died aborning.” 

Hagedorn’s humiliation fed his growing hostility toward 
government-sponsored propaganda activities. Creel’s usual ap- 
proach to the German-American issue, he believed, was “to 
paint in blacks and whites, and to . . . [deal] in terms of the 
bludgeon.” His own approach to saving the misguided souls of 
German-Americans was to use “caring and tact,” to show “com- 
passion, reason and faith.” According to Hagedorn, he and 
Creel differed fundamentally over whether private citizens 
should “educate” the members of the hyphenate community or 
the federal government, using coercion, should force conform- 
ity upon them. This description was palpably unfair to Creel. 
And Hagedorn’s own style, while it aimed at persuasion, was 
scarcely forgiving. 

The difference between the two men lay on another level. By 
this time Hagedorn was identified as one of Theodore Roose- 
velt’s lieutenants. Creel, an official in Wilson’s government, was 
not anxious to hand over to him the organization of the German- 
American community. When Hagedorn proffered the assistance 
of the Vigilantes to the Committee on Public Information in the 
early months of 1917, Creel is alleged to have replied: “We 
don’t want you! You're all Roosevelt men.””* 

Hagedorn saw Theodore Roosevelt at Sagamore Hill for the 
first time in May 1916. About a year and a half later, he ac- 
cepted Roosevelt's invitation to write The Boy’s Life of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt and became a regular visitor. His decision to 
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undertake the biography was the consequence of a “miracle” 
in the summer of 1917. After his financial break with Father 
Hagedorn, he waitéd passively for God to take a hand in his 
affairs. Theodore Roosevelt became the agent of “My Forty- 
five Year Miracle” when he suddenly brought forward his in- 
vitation to write the Boy’s Life—a book that sold well and paid 
modest royalties until Hagedorn’s death in 1964. The book also 
led, in 1919, to his appointment to the staff of the Theodore 
Roosevelt Memorial Association, It was a turning point in Her- 
mann Hagedorn’s life, not least because at the very moment 
when relations deteriorated with his inadequate “blood” father 
he was able to give himself in spirit wholly to a new and more 
acceptable master.”! 

Roosevelt was as awesome a figure to Hagedorn as Bismarck 
had been to his father. TR seemed to be the quintessential 
American, whose vigor and sound judgment never wavered. 
Roosevelt's love of his country was informed by a commitment 
to the American ideal of a united society undiminished by class 
or ethnic cleavage. His compound of physical vigor, moral 
strength, and patrician style embodied Hagedorn’s deepest 
yearnings. In the course of writing TR’s biography he “came 
to know him as he lived and breathed. Face to face with him, 
in laughter, in anger and sorrow, I saw how great a man he 
was, how lovable and how magnificent a human being.” And it 
was as a human being that Roosevelt came, first and last, to 
dominate Hagedorn’s imagination. His aggressive manner and 
self-confidence became for Hagedorn a form of spiritual power. 
He seemed to represent the kind of enlightened authority to 
which a man might happily submit, and consider himself 
strengthened thereby. Significantly, it was as the author of a 
book on the Roosevelt family—on Roosevelt as husband, father, 
and master of the house at Sagamore Hill—that Hagedorn was 
to make his most substantial contribution to the legend of the 
ex-President. At Sagamore Hill, the antithesis of Haus Hage- 
dorn at Niederwalluf, Hagedorn found Roosevelt to be a “ten- 
der, true and gay . . . father . . . and playmate to [his] chil- 
dren... yet always helping them to grow in strength, 
compassion and courage; expecting the best of them, yet never 
too hard on them when they [fell] short.” Hagedorn chose to 
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believe that this was the role Roosevelt cherished as the most 
important one in his life.” 

Just as he made Roosevelt into an ideal father, Hagedorn 
drew a picture of Edith Carew Roosevelt, TR’s second wife, 
that was compounded of Annie Hagedorn and Marion Meigs. 
He saw the ex-President’s wife as a woman who had been 
brought up with high moral standards, who “as a mother . . . 
was . . . Sympathetic, firm, courageous, imaginative, untiring, 
full of understanding and humor.” The Roosevelts had an ideal 
marriage: in Theodore’s words, his wife was “always loving, yet 
when necessary, [she] pointed out where I was thoughtless, in- 
stead of submitting.” 

Hagedorn’s identification with Roosevelt grew steadily after 
1917. At the end of his researches for a book on Roosevelt in 
the Bad Lands (1921) he wrote that “I have myself come to 
know ... the life that Roosevelt knew thirty-five years ago 
_..I1 have felt in all its potency the spell which the ‘short 
grass country’ cast over . . . [him]; and I cannot hear the word 
Dakota without feeling a stirring in my blood.” To no small 
degree the Roosevelt family at Sagamore Hill represented his 
reshaping of his own past and an imaginative resolution of the 
smoldering conflicts of his emotional life.”® 

If Roosevelt exemplified Hagedorn’s moral ideals as man and 
father, he also—not surprisingly—represented them in the arena 
of politics. Both men were partisans of the preparedness move- 
ment and were critical of Wilson’s “weak” leadership and “hy- 
pocritical” rhetoric. For them the distinguishing character of 
moral rectitude was a willingness to use force, not a skill with 
words. Hagedorn resisted Wilson’s idealistic formulations of 
American policy out of a deep suspicion of the President's 
passivity; the notion that one might be “too proud to fight” 
smacked to him—as to Roosevelt—of cowardice. Both men also 
believed that the “philosophy of sweet reasonableness” put 
forth by pacifists was a delusion. But Hagedorn was not funda- 
mentally concerned with strategic considerations—neither with 
Roosevelt’s conviction that American security depended upon 
an Allied victory nor with Wilson’s conception that the larger 
American interest might be served by strategic retreats. Wil- 
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son’s policy evoked his indignation because submission—even 
to a lesser of evils—could not be countenanced. 

Roosevelt's great virtue was that he “seemed to know . . . 
where he was going, to be afraid of nothing and nobody, and 
to be willing to risk, if necessary, whatever political future he 
might have.” What impressed Hagedorn was the commanding 
style of the man (his “genius for action”) and his single-minded 
Americanism. This air of authority had appealed to many 
German-Americans before the war. Despite Roosevelt’s wartime 
attacks on the hyphenate community, Hugo Miinsterberg con- 
tinued to view him sympathetically. Much of the German- 
language press, however, chastised Roosevelt for his patriotic 
excesses. Hagedorn defended him ritualistically, countercharg- 
ing that German-American newspapers carped at Roosevelt be- 
cause they feared the consequences of his single-minded prose- 
cution of American interests. If Roosevelt’s “passionate idealism” 
reached a point of frenzy during 1918 in his insistence on an 
all-powerful war machine, a fight to the finish, and one hundred 
percent Americanism, Hagedorn was in a special position to 
understand that he was “fighting with a kind of berserker rage 
that would not forget, would not forgive, the past.” Roosevelt's 
seeming rage to settle scores out of America’s past provided a 
public parallel—and a full and noble disguise—for Hagedorn’s 
own private rage to settle scores out of his familial past.27 

During the brief period of American belligerency, Hagedorn 
was so intensely caught up in the passions of war that he later 
recalled with shame the “heartlessness” of his ecstasy over the 
Allied victory. His father, brother, and sisters were living 
through the nightmare of those “desperate days following the 
German collapse.” Out of his own anguish, Father Hagedorn 
wrote: “How frightful, what has befallen us! I cannot grasp it. 
What we here are going through and suffering daily! My heart 
breaks and I can scarcely breathe for fear and anxiety.” This 
ardent patriot of the fatherland closely identified with his 
country in its hour of humiliation. In July, 1919, he wrote, 
we have been weighed in the balance and found wanting. We must have 


erred greatly, sinned greatly, and we can only hope and pray that God 
will help us . . . I think, I stew, I castigate myself, asking myself over 
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and over, why did it have to be that the whole world should hate us? 
Was the intelligence of our Kaiser the cause of our downfall? He wanted 
to do something himself, suffering no opposition. Was this the nemesis? 


Years later Hermann, Jr., like his father, settled on a scapegoat, 
although his perception of the Kaiser differed significantly. The 
German tragedy of 1914, he would write, “was due to a large 
extent to the emotional instability of the Kaiser.” He had been 
“a basically good man, a patriot and a dedicated ruler,” whose 
major fault was that he yielded to stronger personalities. It was 
a portrait, similar in its ambivalence, to the one he drew of 
Father Hagedorn in his autobiography. In his final hours of 
“self-questioning,” Hermann wrote, the elder Hagedorn “grew 
at last to his full stature” as a “greathearted human being who 
loved his Fatherland ‘not wisely but too well.” Ironically, a 
measure of forgiveness flowed from Hermann to his father when 
he recognized himself in the elder Hagedorn’s anguished self- 
doubt.*8 

Yet Father Hagedorn’s last-minute redemption through suf- 
fering was not sufficient to justify Hermann’s extremist behavior 
during the war. Residual guilt was projected onto his father, 
whose original sins were responsible for the “tragic” division 
and failures of his progeny. Fred Hagedorn was a case in point. 
As food administrator for Greater Berlin,in the postwar years, 
Fred had important responsibilities. In Hermann’s admiring 
eyes his older brother was capable of “moving in on the waver- 
ing leaders of his country and using . . . [his] determination 
and courage . . . to pull the German people” out of the moral 
collapse that military defeat had engendered. But Fred failed 
to rise to the crisis. Years later, Hermann wondered why: “Was 
it some deep-seated self-distrust, planted in his boyhood by 
Father's conviction that the thoughts of youth are irrelevant, 
and cultivated by Grandmother Hagedorn’s conviction—ruth- 
lessly expressed to Mother, and no doubt to him—that he would 
never amount to anything?” Father Hagedorn, according to 
Hermann, bore fundamental responsibility for the weaknesses 
and failures of his children, and such a man deserved to be 
punished! The fortune he had made in America was wiped out 
by his investment in German war bonds. The legacy he left 
when he died in November 1919 was the fruit of misguided 
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sentiment: a son, Fred, retired from public life on an estate 
in Schleswig-Holstein, two daughters chained by marriage to 
the sick and bewildered world of postwar Germany, and two 
American sons haunted throughout their lives by the history of 
their hyphenated family. If Hermann Hagedorn was moved to 
pity for his father at the last, this emotion could not erase the 
contempt in which he held the weak and vacillating man who 
had ruled the lives of his wife and children with such insensi- 
tive authority.?° 


12 
THE DÉNOUEMENT 


After the exultation of victory over Germany and the ultimate 
punishment of Father Hagedorn, Hermann returned to his 
quieter career as a writer. He traveled to Germany in 1922 and 
was deeply affected by what he saw there. He found the people 
tired and depressed, unable to think beyond the class interests 
that had scarred and polarized their prewar society, wracked 
by wild inflation, and hopelessly deficient in self-reliance. This, 
he concluded, was the logical consequence of the German pre- 
war system of “paternal government by experts, with the in- 
equality and the concentration of power in a few possibly effi- 
cient but irresponsible hands, that . . . go with such a form 
of government.” Though Germany’s defeat was deserved, he 
was pained by its issue in human suffering. His own sense of 
familial guilt persisted, and his defenses against it multiplied. 
He was certain that Father Hagedorn would not have been 
distressed by full knowledge of his “unholy activities.” He was 
apologetic to Irma when he learned that his “Family Letter” 
had upset the German branch of the family, explaining that he 
“never thought anyone would trace the authorship and there- 
fore embarrass the family.” His association with the Roosevelt 
Memorial Association was proving financially rewarding and he 
expressed the “wish that Vaiting might have lived to see me 
something beside a financial burden.” He began to send small 
gifts of money to help with relief work in Gottingen.’ 

As a defense against remorse, Hagedorn began to project his 
past guilt-producing behavior onto others. He bitterly attacked 
the Versailles settlement as “brutal, demagogic and economic 
idiocy,” scoring its emphasis on punishment and its absence of 


Hermann Hagedorn .. . 243 


Christian forgiveness. In a private letter he charged the editors 
of TR’s old magazine Outlook with arrogance and vengefulness 
in their view of postwar Germany. America, too, had behaved 
badly. It had failed to live up to its “contract” to build a peace 
settlement on the Fourteen Points. It stood by, uncaring, in the 
face of chaotic conditions in Germany. In subsequent books 
Hagedorn developed the theme that Woodrow Wilson bore the 
major portion of blame for Germany’s postwar demoralization. 
The President’s oratorical style and grandiose promises had 
raised expectations and established obligations, which he had 
reprehensibly failed to meet.2 

Through the 1920s Hagedorn looked for a way to justify his 
past beliefs and for new moral commitments. His Lutheranism 
had become “an attenuated and tepid faith” by 1922, and the 
“blazing religion of service to which I had been exposed at the 
Hill School” gave no answers to the “greed of statesmen . 
or the bitterness of a people, defeated, starving.” He was dis- 
illusioned with the Republican party and its yearning “for the 
good old times . . . I am so mortal sick of the conservative 
mind which imagines that God ordained that the few should 
exploit the many and that the Republican Party is God’s chosen 
and anointed instrument.” He was unable to choose between 
Coolidge conservatives and LaFollette radicals, and felt out of 
place in postwar America. Just before leaving for Germany in 
1922, he wrote to Irma’s husband, “We don’t any of us have to 
recede from our essential positions to recognize and admit that 
we all of us on both sides of the Atlantic believed a lot of things 
that were not so and said a lot of things, in sharper tones than 
was necessary, that were not altogether justifiable.” 

After the exhilaration of total commitment during the war, 
there was a profound letdown: 

This is the time of year to remember vows 
Broken; shrill words; and torches that went out; 
And dreams that set their faces toward high mountains, 
And went a little way and turned about. 

New York City suddenly seemed to him “terribly crowded and 
every womans face is painted and a spirit of haste and sordid- 
ness and greed and materialism is on everything.” If the world 
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was to become “normal” again, he wrote to Irma, people in all 
countries must learn to forgive and forget the past. A new faith 
was needed by all; not least by Hermann Hagedorn.” 

In part he found it by devoting himself, like a loving son, to 
the memory of Theodore Roosevelt (who had died in the same 
year as Father Hagedorn). He published numerous articles and 
several books about Roosevelt, including a best-selling novel, 
Rough Rider, and prepared a memorial edition of Roosevelt's 
works from 1923 to 1926. He served at various times between 
1920 and 1959 as a trustee, director, and secretary of the Roose- 
velt Memorial Association, and he headed the Theodore Roose- 
velt Centennial Commission from 1955 to 1959. His hero worship 
of TR extended to the ex-President’s intimate friend, General 
Leonard Wood. A campaign biography, published in 1920, eulo- 
gized Wood as a presidential aspirant. In 1931 Hagedorn pub- 
lished a two-volume biography of Wood which showed him to 
be an exemplar of those virtues so prized in Roosevelt: moral 
integrity, strenuous activism, and a belligerent aggressiveness. 
Wood became a leading figure in Hagedorn’s pantheon of he- 
roes because he convinced himself that Wood—like Roosevelt— 
was a dreamer at heart: “for all his hard, practical sense, given 
to dreaming; occasionally for his own future; more often of a 
worthy cause.”* 

If the Roosevelt books and devotional exercises gave Hage- 
dorn an opportunity to celebrate his ideals of Americanism, the 
Wood biography offered specific occasion to justify many of 
his wartime beliefs and activities. Wood, after all, had been the 
chief architect of preparedness (“a call to national service’ ), 
and he had often crossed swords with Wilson. Denouncing 
Wilson at every turn, Hagedorn depicted the former President 
as an “egocentric solitary, interested in men only as they fed his 
personality or his ambition.” Moving “amid shadows,” Wilson 
had been not only “wobbly” but positively “devious” as a leader. 
As far as Hagedorn was concerned, Roosevelt and Wood saw 
preparedness exclusively as a moral issue; only Wilson played 
politics with it. Wood was virtue incarnate, and only the blind- 
ness and corruption of the world prevented his triumph. 

Hagedorn’s account is filled with autobiographical projec- 
tions. He did not identify with the general as he was, making 


Hermann Hagedorn... 245 


selections here and adding emotional charges there. Rather, he 
wrote his own story into Wood’s. His account of Wilson’s refusal 
to send Wood to the fighting front in 1917 is prefaced by the 
tale of George Creel's rejection of his own services through the 
Vigilantes committee. Wood’s greatest achievement, in Hage- 
dorn’s eyes, was the self-mastery with which he accepted his 
defeats at the hands of politicians jealous of his “popular 
strength.” 

Despite a prodigious outpouring of writings in the 1920s, 
Hagedorn could not find lasting relief from internal conflict 
either in self-justification or by sitting at the feet of idols. Dur- 
ing and immediately after the war he had handled his ambiva- 
lence toward his father by separating its components: but this 
was an emergency defense to forestall disorder, and offered only 
temporary surcease. Self-doubt continued to plague him despite 
his assertions to the contrary, and the force of conscience was 
such that with every expression of hostility guilt grew more 
painful and the need to moralize aggression became more in- 
sistent. 

After the Wood manuscript was completed, Hagedorn looked 
to the Society of Friends for emotional refuge—briefly and with- 
out success. He grew restless and decided to spend some time 
abroad with his family. In 1932, while in Germany, he consid- 
ered enrolling in the Pelman Institute [of London] for the Sci- 
entific Development of Mind, Memory and Personality. When 
asked to state on the application form what were the causes of 
his mental inefficiency, he wrote that “mental and intellectual 
laziness” often plagued him: “A German upbringing distinctly 
cramped my mental development, making me distrust my own 
ideas.” He complained that he could not remember the names 
or faces of people and sometimes forgot the characters in his 
own books. His education had been defective and he was never 
able to develop self-discipline. In his personal notebook he 
chided himself for a “devastating lack of concentration” which 
manifested itself in his inability to stay in onc place. During the 
past twenty-five years, he complained, he had lived in Germany 
three times, in California twice, and, on occasion, in five other 
states; he had written plays, lyrics, narrative and dramatic 
verse, novels, biographies, essays, and propaganda; he had pub- 
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lished with seven different houses. He was disturbed by a sense 
of having spent his energies diffusely. Later he would recall 
this period around his fiftieth birthday as a time when he was 
dispirited and depressed. He felt that he was second-rate, that 
his life gave “evidence . . . of rocket-dreams and falling-stick 
achievement,” that there was “shallowness and bluff behind 
[my] intellectual front.” Dramatizing his condition, he claimed 
that occasionally he “thought . . . hopefully, of a not impos- 
sible truck turning a corner suddenly and catching me un- 
awares. ° 

There is no record of aid received from the advocates of self- 
development at the Pelman Institute. But Hagedorn did find, 
in 1933, a new religious belief which offered absolution and 
regeneration. The Oxford Movement began to gather strength 
in England in the early 1920s as a nonsectarian faith. It pro- 
moted public confession as a way to forgiveness from sin and 
proffered the fellowship of men who “listen to God’s direction.” 
In the beginning, it attracted young college students addicted 
to introspection. By the time Hagedorn caught up with the 
movement in the thirties, it had developed a broader geographi- 
cal and generational appeal. Nevertheless, it retained its early 
emphasis on youth and on confession and fellowship. From the 
outset, the movement was dominated by the charismatic Lu- 
theran minister Frank Buchman. Its religious practices evolved 
from the basic assumptions that all men are sinners, that they 
can purify themselves through confession, that “changed souls” 
have direct access to the power of God, and that absolute moral 
virtue is the condition of spiritual life. Disclosing one’s sins to 
others was an essential procedure, as was “submitting” to God 
in the sense of obeying His moral imperatives. God was omni- 
scient and omnipotent, a power before whom material differ- 
ences, economic and political forces, faded into insignificance. 

During the Depression years a growing number of the social 
and economic elite of Europe found refuge in the movement. 
In recognition of the mounting social crisis everywhere, its name 
was changed to Moral Rearmament. It championed spiritual 
strength as the sole “solution” to the rising tide of problems 
created by political and economic upheaval.’ 

The movement was tailor-made for Hermann Hagedorn. Its 
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aggressive emphasis on saving souls and casting out one’s sins, 
together with its exhortation to submit oneself to an external, 
enlightened authority, offered avenues of expression for both 
his active and his passive needs. The ethical absolutes of the 
faith—purity, honesty, love, and unselfishness—conformed ex- 
actly to Annie Hagedorn’s moral ideals. His first contact with 
the movement came in 1933 when his daughters were invited 
to attend a “session” at Oxford University: 


What struck us instantly about these girls, and about all the women, in 
fact, was that none of them wore rouge or lipstick, and none of them 
smoked . . . the release of the guests was obvious and their high spirits 
were astonishing to anyone accustomed to regard cocktails as essential 
ice-breakers in any gathering. Meals taken together . . . encouraged an 
unstrained fellowship . . . There was a vitality and enterprise [among 
young and old] that I . . . had not dreamed [possible]. 


If the moral earnestness of the participants first caught his eye, 
he later came to see the movement as a “religion of democracy.” 
While it expected individual self-rule, it emphasized the re- 
wards of fellowship based on shared values. In arguing for the 
essentially collective character of the spiritual life, Moral Re- 
armament gave Hagedorn a ready means of reconciling the 
stern dictates of a demanding conscience with his need for affil- 
lation. The “believers” who later assembled at Buchman’s 
“house-parties”—the principal organizational medium of the 
faithful—were a congenial group of serious-minded, relatively 
upper-class people assimilated to an affluent international life- 
style. Some of Buchman’s followers were extremely wealthy; 
many were well born or highly placed. Buchman often stressed 
the importance of converting “key” people who could, in turn, 
mediate God’s direction to the masses. In the late thirties, a 
number of people were attracted to the movement as a counter- 
revolutionary force, one that could halt the spread of Commu- 
nism and preserve the social position of the morally virtuous.’ 

Moral Rearmament, in short, offered a view of the world in 
which complex social and economic problems were reduced to 
moral terms. If one made oneself pure, one might “live in the 
expectancy of miracles.” Miracles, of course, are wish-fulfill- 
ments. Hagedorn’s belief in them undoubtedly contained a 
fantasy element of returning to the protected world of infancy, 
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in which the maternal figure cares for all needs. In the cosmol- 
ogy of MRA, everything hinged on God's authority; and God, 
for Hermann Hagedorn, was a voice speaking his mother’s 
words with his father’s force. Here at last was a fusion of Father 
Hagedor’s strength and Annie’s ideals; an authority he could 
love wholly, without ambivalence. Through the concept of 
moral rearmament he could share in God’s authority at the very 
moment he submitted to it. The procedural imperatives of the 
group enjoined this compulsive man to be ever vigilant (as his 
father had been in pursuing even minor lapses from “proper 
behavior”); its moral emphasis absorbed his moral obsessiveness 
and justified aggression on God’s bchalf. He was oppressed by 
a sense of sin and by feelings of inadequacy; MRA promised 
him that it was still possible to become worthy. Moreover, to 
overcome greed and selfishness in oneself—and one’s family— 
was to become part of a new world community which tran- 
scended existing political divisions. “I had, all my adult life, 
suffered as a consequence of conflicting national loyalties,” 
Hagedorn wrote. MRA revealed to him a “new dimension of 
living” in which neither national antagonisms nor ethnic cleav- 
ages played a part.” 

Reflecting his new sense of purpose, Hagedorn wrote “Mani- 
fest Destiny,’ a poem that makes an extraordinary companion 
piece to the sonnet “Doors” written after his mother’s death: 


You and I—and America. There is no more dread. 

We are strong who were feeble, alive who were dead. 

We are stars who were storm, we are day who were night. 
We, who crawled with the adder, we are wings, we are flight. 
You and I—and America. We are flesh who were stone. 

We plough who were ploughed, we sow who were sown. 

We are rock who were sand, we are cups who were sieves. 
We are conquerors who, last night, were fugitives. 

You and IJ—and America. Dawn is in our eyes. 

We who crouched in a cave are astride of the skies. 

We, the wind, are the mountain; we, the wave, are the shore. 
For God knocked and we opened. We opened the door. 


The spiritual sanctuary that Hagedorn sought throughout his 
life had evolved from the basic image of his mother’s purity to 
the “idea” of America. But this spiritualized nationalism could 
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not offer relief from guilt, for it was intimately tied to his op- 
position to his father. Moral Rearmament provided him with 
a notion of God that subsumed mother and father, for it held 
as a fundamental principle the unity of all human beings, the 
residual “heart” even of Father Hagedorn. Through confession 
and repentence one might outmaneuver guilt over the past. 
MRA, in fact, was as unconcerned with the past as with the 
present; its orientation was wholly toward the future.” 

Much as Hagedorn sought a new reconciliation with his fa- 
ther, the old ambivalence was difficult to repress. Late in 1939, 
he joined a small group of disaffected men who “have quietly 
severed our connections with the Moral Rearmament Move- 
ment and Dr. Buchman, while holding very definitely to the 
philosophy and the aims he originally set forth.” Buchman, it 
seems, had “gone back on a lot of what he has preached” about 
purity, honesty, love, and unselfishness, and the sterner moral- 
ists among his followers “just couldn’t stick it.” Whatever the 
specific incident (Hagedorn alludes to an involvement with a 
girl), Buchman had betrayed his “family.” Hagedorn, critical 
and “nursing grievances,” tried not to sit in judgment but 
parted company all the same.1! 

For the next two years Hagedorn endured difficult times. His 
two older brothers died, and he himself was ill for the better 
part of a year. He was unemployed, living off the few hundred 
dollars that his wife drew monthly from trust funds, and un- 
able to find a market for his free-lance writing. Two volumes of 
verse that appeared in 1940 (Combat at Midnight and The 
Bugle That Woke America) had miserably small sales. Rescued 
once again by a part-time staff appointment to the Theodore 
Roosevelt Memorial Association, he moved to Washington, 
D.C., in the fall of 1941. 

Despite his continuing celebration of American ideals and 
American heroes (Leonard Wood, William Boyce Thompson, 
Robert Brookings ) through the 1930s, Hagedorn was distinctly 
out of sympathy with Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New 
Deal. A lifelong Republican in the image of Grandfather 
Schwedler, he could remember parading in his nursery at the 
age of two under the banner of James G. Blaine. Father Hage- 
dorn had been a Clevcland Democrat and had fought bitterly 
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with Hermann’s father-in-law over the campaign. Franklin 
Roosevelt’s social policies and pragmatic style offended Hage- 
dorn’s patrician values and moralistic concerns. He saw FDR 
as a dictator who had seized absolute power and turned Amer- 
ica toward materialistic socialism.” 

But the developing international crisis inevitably rekindled 
Hagedorn’s political activism. He was anti-Hitler and interna- 
tionalist in principle, but he did not take up the cudgels spe- 
cifically against pro-German publicists or sympathizers in the 
late thirties. Instead, he served as the director of National Re- 
dedication, a coalition of seventeen organizations attempting to 
restore a sense of self-confident purpose to the uncertain Amer- 
ican Democracy. 

Equally characteristic of Hagedorn’s response to the disin- 
tegration of world order was a poem lamenting American guilt, 
entitled “America to Europe, 1939”: 


We have reproached and reproved you, denounced you, 
condemned: 

Explained we are holier than you, thanked God for our 
noble souls, 

Now in your agony, in the kindling of the pyre, 

The rush of the flame through the tinder . . . 

You, who are doomed to the burning, forgive, if you can! 

[We] made peace as the fox or the lion make peace, 
stretched the rack, 

Yoked, and suffered the yoke, pursued the pariah. 

Evaded, betrayed; blew fierce the fires of division. 

All these, we, too, the free, we, the enlightened! 

God give us shame, God give us tears, God bow our heads! 

We have not tended the beacon that once cut 

A road of glorious fire across the dark waters. 

Forgive, where you plunge in the storm, forgive, if 
you can!18 


Even after America’s entry into the war, Hagedorn held him- 
self aloof from anti-German propaganda activity. Writing to an 
old friend in 1942, he asked, 


How is this new war hitting you? It is like the old mess, yet so different 
. . . I wish I felt like plunging into work this time as I did then, writ- 
ing, organizing, making poems, making speeches. I feel no “call,” as the 
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preachers say . . . So I do meaningless little things like serving on the 
boards of the Loyal Americans of German Descent and of the Volunteer 
Land Corps (which seeks to get boys and girls on farms not only to 
work the soil but to learn something about America) . . . I hunger and 
thirst for a job that can really enlist whatever enthusiasm and energy I 
kewe Men o a a iis) = the ancient hunger of the infinitesimal human 
creature to feel important, at least to himself. 14 


Nevertheless, Hagedorn’s view of the Second World War 
bore a significant resemblance to his view of the First. Both 
represented moments of personal truth finding for him, mo- 
ments when he chose, in different ways, to “cleanse” himself by 
turning his back “definitely” on the past. His vision of World 
War II is summed up in a lengthy poem, The Bomb That Fell 
on America, published in 1946. It poses the issue explicitly in 
terms of a contrast between the evil past and the hopeful fu- 
ture. The atomic explosion at Hiroshima had enmeshed the 
most idealistic of nations in sin and guilt. The bomb was a 
symbol of both the extraordinary achievements of the “brain 
of man” and the limitation of intelligence uncontrolled by 
“heart and soul.” The bomb burst on America in the sense that 
it forced a choice between a radically new spiritual beginning 
and the death of the planet. It dramatized the need for men 
of spiritual perception to act together in “solitary dedication 
and self-forgetfulness,” to bring a new fellowship to men and 
to harness the tremendous power of the human soul.” 

If the religious doctrine underlying the poem was undiluted 
Moral Rearmament (Hagedorn rejoined the movement in 
1945), it was at the same time carefully adapted to express his 
specific perceptions of himself and the world. In it one finds 
his characteristic rejection of the material world and his em- 
phasis on spirit as an aggressive and powerful force. Pervading 
the poem is a sense of sin and guilt (“our bodies have grown 
fat and our souls thin’). The “voice of conscience” lacerates 
the American people for their complicity in dropping the bomb, 
In a colloquy between God and the poet, the latter admits that 
he has “fed on lies” and is “unclean.” God holds out hope of 
salvation in a new and active dedication to spiritual values. 
Thus nations as well as individuals are guilty and must strive 
for moral rebirth and reconciliation. Hagedorn’s passionate 
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identification with America remained intact, for he saw Amer- 
ica’s chief problem as one of self-division, conflict between 
weak (materialistic, self-interested) and strong (idealistic, 
spiritually oriented) principles. This was yet another projec- 
tion of his own inner struggle between the “weak boy” and 
the “strong man.” His poem enjoined America—as he had often 
told himself—to “grow up.” 

It was entirely characteristic of each man that while George 
Sylvester Viereck saw in the Hiroshima bomb a symbol of the 
ultimate bankruptcy of civilization, Hagedorn saw in it both 
the visible manifestation of sin and the possibility of a new life 
based on a break with the past. Indeed, after the two men ac- 
cidentally met on the street in New York City in 1956, Viereck 
casually reported that “I met Hermann Hagedorn, and we 
buried the hatchet—after forty years.” It was as if nothing that 
had happened had really mattered. Hagedorn, on the other 
hand, earlier confessed to Viereck’s biographer Elmer Gertz: 
“I am sorry for the kind of hate-fest in which I indulged my- 
self . . . (it) does . . . harm to the person who indulges him- 
self init and . . . social damage in addition . . . I have come 
to see that my neighbors’ are less my responsibility than my 
own sins. '® 

During the post-World War II years, while Viereck lan- 
guished in bitterness and defeat, Hagedorn viewed the world 
with compulsive optimism. He was impressed by the “moral 
and economic recovery” of the German people and the trans- 
formation of their government into “the protagonist in the 
struggle for a united European family of nations.” His return 
to the fold of Moral Rearmament was keyed to a new hope for 
the prospects of international fellowship, brotherhood, and 
unity, At the prompting of his daughter Dorothea (an active 
participant in international MRA teamwork), Hagedorn came to 
believe that his own history and that of his hyphenated family 
were about to take a radically new turn, to become a “more 
inspiring story of a human family losing and finding itself in a 
world family; of nationalism transcended . . . in the individ- 
ual’s identification, in action, with the peoples of all nations— 
their problems, their sins, and their hunger to achieve the inner 
unity, the freedom and the power of the God-centered life.”!7 
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Despite his determination to look to the future only, Hage- 
dorn worked for at least a dozen years putting together his 
recollections of the past in The Hyphenated Family: An Amer- 
ican Saga. If the ultimate purpose of the book was to assuage 
guilt over past actions and feelings, it yet revealed how little 
he had succeeded in mastering hostility. As one reviewer per- 
ceived, the book was intended to show “how completely he got 
rid of the hyphen.” In Hagedorn’s background notes for the 
book, he drew as its major theme his father’s looking to the 
past, to kings, tradition, and position, as opposed to his own 
orientation to the future, to democracy and free government. 
He contrasted his father’s childish dependence on authority 
with his own determination to be a responsible citizen, his 
father’s insistence on living in two countries with his own full 
identification with America. Father Hagedorn’s course set the 
stage for tragedy and had been the source of anguish and un- 
happiness for everyone connected with him."8 

The far-flung members of the Hagedorn family who lived to 
read the story (which Hermann sent to all of them) objected 
to the extreme emphasis on Father Hagedorn’s faults. Adolph’s 
widow may have protested out of the sentimentality of old 
age, but Fred’s widow had good reason not to look back on 
Father Hagedorn through rose-colored glasses. There were ob- 
jections, too, to the unrelievedly hostile portraits of Charlotte 
Hagedorn and the maiden aunts. But whatever the book lost 
in historical truth, it gained in its recording of a man’s obses- 
sion with sin and the mcchanisms of his self-defense. 


Hermann Hagedorn’s response to the First World War, like that 
of every other intensely involved partisan, was the result of psy- 
chological, intellectual, social, and political forces that condi- 
tioned and limited his range of choices. In his casc the war 
presented an opportunity to link himself to the literary estab- 
lishment of New England, to affirm the “Americanism” de- 
rived from his mother and attributed to the majority culture, 
and to repudiate the German father he hated. There is para- 
dox in his parental images: his mother was the spiritually dom- 
inant of the two personalities, and yet she submitted in most 
things to the authority of her husband. To the extent that she 
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was passive, German, and in league with the father, she had 
imperfections that disappointed Hagedorn and would later be 
reflected in his sense that America, too, fell short of her great- 
est possibilities. But Annie Hagedorn was the object of con- 
siderable affect, which Hagedorn displaced on to moral values, 
the idea of America, and God. The underlying psychological 
motive of his identification with his mother’s ideals was to 
make himself worthy of love, to enhance self-love, to find God 
in himself. 

The central conflict of his emotional life came from his re- 
lationship to Father Hagedorn. His father held absolute physi- 
cal authority over the family, but exercised it in a spiritually 
submissive, weak, vacillating, and “sentimental” manner. From 
childhood onward, Father Hagedorn elicited an ambivalent 
response from his son. As a child Hermann felt betrayed and 
rejected by his father, but to a considerable extent he identified 
with him. Thus arose the curious psychological situation that 
in venting aggression against his father he exposed himself to 
moral anxiety and self-destruction. Burdened with a sense of 
sin, which represented guilt and self-distrust, Hagedorn strug- 
gled against it throughout his life. To avoid guilt he displaced 
or projected hostility onto father substitutes—hating Woodrow 
Wilson, for example, or feeling persecuted by Wilson’s men. 
Similarly, he coped with self-division by projection and reac- 
tion-formation—the valuation of qualities opposite to those he 
detested in himself. Despite these mechanisms of self-defense 
and adaptation, the pressure put upon him by the controversy 
over World War I released a flood of scarcely cloaked aggres- 
sion against his father. 

If the original threat to his self-esteem came from his Ger- 
man-American father and issued in his own painful self-divi- 
sion, it is easy to see why he should have fixed upon the hy- 
phenate community as the chief enemy of America during the 
war years. Hagedorn saw his father’s sentimentality—the visible 
aspect of his divided allegiance—as the cause of the “fall of the 
house of Hagedorn. “His father had unforgivably denied his ob- 
ligations to his family and to the country in which he had 
prospered. He had handicapped his son by binding him to 
foreign—and thus by definition inferior—ways. Hagedorn’s vit- 
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riolic attack on the “double-minded” German-Americans and 
their leaders was out of all proportion to the reality of the 
threat they posed to American morale or to the war effort. Char- 
acteristically, he perceived all of the issues raised by the war 
in moral rather than strategic terms. The uncompromising na- 
ture of his positions, the passionate quality of his one hundred 
percent Americanism, betrayed his fundamental fear of show- 
ing weakness. Systematically developing the differences be- 
tween himself and his German father, he was curiously like the 
older man in clinging dogmatically to his own conception of 
social relationships. 

Hagedorn was in a sense “saved” by his attachment to his 
mother. To be sure, he reached a reconciliation of sorts with 
his father, but there was something forced about it: the crumbs 
of redemption held out to Father Hagedorn at the end of The 
Hyphenated Family strike one not as symbols of forgiveness 
but as the grudging penance required to allay guilt. His need 
for Annie Hagedorn’s approval enabled him to control overt 
aggression and resulted in a public “personality” that was shy 
and aloof. Equally significant, his attachment to his mother en- 
forced an orientation toward his American future rather than 
his German past. In this he stood as an exemplar of a whole 
generation of “Americans of German Descent” who chose 
rapid assimilation over a continued affiliation with a widely 
deprecated ethnic heritage. During the First World War he 
was able to speak, out of his own private needs, for numbers of 
other German-Americans caught up in a cultural crisis that 
came to a head in the form of an injunction to slay the Euro- 
pean father. 


EPILOGUE 


Three men; a social crisis: three states of belonging. 


Multiple loyalties were at the very center of Hugo Miinster- 
berg’s emotional life. Intensely German in education, outlook, 
and manner, he took pride in “belonging” to the German na- 
tion. Germany embodied for him the qualities that he asso- 
ciated with his father: authority, manliness, moral rectitude. 
His inability to entertain doubts as to Germany’s pristine inno- 
cence blinded this apostle of “objective” psychology to his own 
biases and led others falsely to interpret his behavior as that of 
a German agent. 

While Miinsterberg’s commitment to Germany was an es- 
sential part of his self-image, so were his roles at Harvard and 
in the United States and his ambition to serve as an interna- 
tional ambassador interpreting Germany and America to each 
other. But he could not reconcile—could not choose among—the 
various parts of his life (and of himself). Disposed by charac- 
ter to make adjustments to outside pressure so as to maintain 
self-esteem, he retreated from controversy when pro-German 
militancy and the antihyphenate response threatened his place 
in American life. His was the classic ambivalence—and the 
classic fate—of the man in the middle. 

George Sylvester Viercck’s defense of the German cause was 
more aggressive than Miinsterberg’s, though it rested less on a 
sense of “belonging” to Germany. Nor did Viereck truly speak 
for German-Americans as an ethnic group. More fully assimi- 
lated than Miinsterberg or Hagedorn, he believed himself to 
be so much an insider in America that he could afford—more, 
was obliged—to assert his independence. He sought as a mi- 
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nority spokesman to excoriate the majority culture. His mili- 
tancy enabled him to play the congenial role of rebel. Well after 
the controversies of the First World War died down, his insist- 
ent need to set himself apart from other Americans convinced 
many that his was the moral obtuseness of a traitor. 

Viereck’s excessive contrariety was no less psychologically 
grounded than Miinsterberg’s compulsive need to intermediate. 
The cornerstone of Viereck’s emotional life was an intense and 
ambivalent attachment to his mother, which expressed itself 
through the exploration of various forms of infidelity. These 
led, in turn, to endless self-justifications: atonements to his 
father; rationalizations of his sexual behavior, social life, and 
political activities. Viereck’s narcissistic self-absorption con- 
trolled his actions: his infidelities and extremism reflected com- 
plex emotional responses more than intellectual belief. The 
fragility of his ties to the outside world was the very charac- 
teristic that made him, ultimately, a social outcast. 

One might reasonably expect that the most assimilated of 
these German-Americans would be the prowar patriot. But 
Herman Hagedorn was the only one of the three men to have 
grown up in an encapsulated German-American environment. 
The American culture that Viereck and Münsterberg viewed 
ambivalently was for Hagedorn a beckoning oasis. Precisely 
because the bonds of hyphenation were so tightly drawn 
within his own family, this morally fastidious man found it 
necessary to couple his yearning identification with American 
values to a ferocious rejection of his German background. In 
later years, the continuing anguish of a sense of separation— 
and of guilt—drove him to a series of religious affirmations. 

The personal experiences recorded here resonate in a variety 
of directions. These men of letters may be taken to stand for 
important elements in turn-of-the-century American literary 
and cultural life. Münsterberg was the very embodiment of an 
assured, arrogant positivism. Viereck was a prime example of 
the subjectivism and egoism that characterized the artistic lib- 
eration of the early 1900s. Hagedorn exemplified the thin ideal- 
ism of the genteel tradition. 

One might reach out for equivalence to a very different time, 
a very different set of experienccs. In more recent years Ameri- 
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can Jews and blacks have had their own problems of loyalty 
and identification. Jews have had to face the imputation that 
they seek to advance the interests of Israel without regard for 
American national interest. Blacks, too, have been charged 
with promoting discord by pressing for group advantages no 
matter what the consequence for others, Neither group has had 
to face the flash point of divided loyalty—the necessity for 
choice—that confronted German-Americans in 1917. But the 
possibility remains that some day they might have to do so. 

There are other contemporary echoes of the states of belong- 
ing explored here. The persistence of fellow travelers—true be- 
lievers in the Marxian “socialist” dream, whatever the reality 
—suggests that they too are a characterological type, rebels who 
use a foreign ideology to express their alienation from their na- 
tive culture. Nationalism is an equally recurrent and compelling 
mode of identification because it amply fulfills the quest for 
identity that is so central to modern life. 

But when all is said and done, the states of belonging at- 
tained by Münsterberg, Viereck, and Hagedorn have their 
strongest social meaning in the context of the German-Ameri- 
can experience. 

The First World War intruded on the lives of German- 
Americans in successive phascs. At first, public condemnation 
of the German military attack on Bclgium caused many of their 
leaders to call for a fair hearing of the German side on the is- 
sues of the war. In part this was a response to the anti-Gcrman 
rhetoric of Allied supporters, in part the work of pro-German 
spokesmen seeking to consolidate what was in fact a notably 
loose-knit ethnic group. The intensification of pressure for ethnic 
identity gave many German-Americans a context for organizing 
their initial wartime experiences of spontaneous sympathy for 
the fatherland and of Joss of status in their adoptcd land. 

During the next phase, American opinion increasingly saw 
the war in terms of threats to the national interest posed by 
German submarine activity and sabotage by German agents. 
The rising group consciousness of German-Americans camc to 
be seen not as a defensive but as an offensive act. The “hyphen” 
was condemned not mcrely as a sign of forcign allegiance, but 
as a cause of divisive—un-Amcrican—domestic consequence. 
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German-Americans tried to argue that sympathy for the father- 
land did not conflict with loyalty to America. But their efforts 
at group solidarity only induced growing hostility outside the 
community and dissent within. 

Finally, American entry into the war forced German-Ameri- 
cans to decide whether they were Germans or Americans, The 
declaration of war foreclosed the option of their remaining 
German-Americans who placed American interests first. 

When war-born passions turned against German culture as 
well as German policy, German-Americans bristled at the 
imputation that theirs was an inferior group, a second-class 
citizenship. It heightened their wartime sense of community. 
For many spokesmen this took the psychological form of ag- 
gressive defensiveness. After America’s entry into the war in 
April 1917, however, the great majority of German-Americans 
resolved their problem by suppressing their Germanism and 
denying that they had ever had a choice to make. 

This crisis of identity inevitably took an intensely personal, 
individualized form. Many German-Americans expressed their 
quandary in terms of rival familial attachments: Cannot a man 
love both his mother and his wife? The resolution of conflicting 
loyalties drew upon private, affective relationships and self- 
images as well as more public, policy choices. Indeed, politics 
provided an external forum for the working out of psychologi- 
cal strains. 

The German-American leaders I have discussed here under- 
went in an intense and public way this trial of inner conflict and 
resolution. Their responses were intimately related to their 
personalities, their private lives, their public careers. While 
each man’s experience was in one sense unique, what they said 
and did cart.ed a larger authority because it echoed the trauma 
of others who underwent the same experience. 

Describing the dominant ethnic groups in New York City 
during the early 1960s, Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan 
commented on a notable absence, a dog that did not bark: 


in terms of size and the achievement of its members, the Germans ought 
certainly to be included among the principal ethnic groups of the city. 
If never quite as numerous as the Irish, they were indisputably the sec- 
ond largest group in the Jate nineteenth century, accounting for perhaps 
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a third of the population and enjoying the highest reputation. But to- 
day, while German influence is to be seen in virtually every aspect of 
the city’s life, the Germans as a group are vanished.1 


This disappearance was the product of many forces. German 
immigration declined steadily after 1890. The Cerman-lan. 
guage press, schools, and churches were unable to hold sup- 
porters without ultimately self-destructive adaptations to 
American life. Intermarriage and suburbanization reinforced 
the already substantial diversity and looseness of German- 
American culture, 

Given the long-term trend toward assimilation, why was the 
1914-1919 experience so traumatic? By the same token, one 
might have expected that after the passions of the war period 
died down there would be a rebirth of German-American con- 
sciousness, as has been the case with some ethnic groups in 
recent years. Why has their denial of their group identity been 
so complete?” 

At least part of the reason lies in the special character of the 
challenge posed by the war. The crucial question was not the 
German-Americans’ ties to Germany, but the seeming incom- 
patibility of their group identity with the requirements of 
American citizenship. However much the issue for Cerman- 
Americans was one of individual self-identification, for the so- 
ciety at large it became a matter of public identification. Ger- 
man-Americans’ states of belonging ultimately involved the 
question of belonging to the State. 

Insofar as they set themselves apart as a political bloc, 
German-Americans raised a social issue more profound than 
the passing wartime demand for conformity. American involve- 
ment in the war posed the question of whether their ethnic 
allegiance was congruent with national loyalty. Ultimately, 
they could preserve their place in American life only at the cost 
of their group identity. This was the tragedy of German- 
America; and it was the tragedy of Hugo Miinsterberg, George 
Sylvester Viereck, and Hermann Hagedorn. 
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PART TWO: GEORGE SYLVESTER VIERECK 
5. Family and Childhood 
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“Dearest Mouse and well-beloved Pentarch.” Gertz, “Stormy Petrel,” 
eli. 17,0. 4 

15. Viereck, My Flesh, 242. 
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l. Viereck, My Flesh, 202; diary entry dated November 1901, 
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“Elinor, the Autobiography of a Degenerate” (Bloomington, Uni- 
versity of Indiana Library, Kinsey Archives). The manuscript re- 
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structure, see Robert Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure 
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1957; rev. ed.), 131-160. 

3. For accounts of the founding of The Fatherland, see “The 
Story of The Fatherland,” The Fatherland, August 11, 1915; Alfred 
Rau to Gertz, undated, and Viereck to Gertz, December 4, 1935, 
Gertz MSS; Viereck to Miinsterberg, August 3, 1914, MM; George 
Sylvester Viereck, Spreading Germs of Hate (New York: H. Live- 
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own role with those of Münsterberg, whom he believed to speak 
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4, U.S., 65th Congress, 2nd Session, Senate, Hearings before 
the Subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary. National 
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cited as Alliance Hearings); New York Times, July 26, 1918, 20:1: 
July 28, 1918, 10:1; Brewers Investigation, II, 1425-1429, 1432, 
Viereck SBS, July 1918. Free copies of The Fatherland were sent to 
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land, March 17, 1915. 

5. Albert to Viereck, July 1, 1915, in New York Times, August 
16, 1915, 3:4; New York World, August 17, 1915, Viereck SBS: New 
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Press, 1919), 15. Dernburg, a forceful and intelligent man, came to 
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Red Cross. But his mission was to raise funds for German govern- 
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quarters. Disliked by German Embassy officials in Washington, he 
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sues raised by pro-German partisans increasingly crept onto its 
pages after 1914, although the tone adopted by its writers—and 
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1935), 316; Minnesota Sentinel, October 17, 1915, Viereck SBS; The 
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37. Quoted in Gertz, “Stormy Petrel,” ch. 24, p. 5. 
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from his regular newspaper column between 1914 and 1915. His 
columns and other articles “hovered ... on the border line be- 
tween education and propaganda.” According to Viereck, he was 
“one of Germany’s most active intellectual propagandists.” Viereck, 
Germs of Hate, 81, 87, 95-96. In 1918 von Mach testified before the 
Senate Committee investigating German propaganda in an attempt 
to clear himself of charges of disloyalty stemming, in part, from his 
die-hard defense of German interests. Brewers Investigation, Il, 
2267. Von Mach never admitted to himself his role as a special ad- 
vocate; as an intellectual devoted exclusively to “higher truths” he 
did not feel himself bound by any limits on special advocacy. After 
the war, he argued that Germany had been “betrayed” into sur- 
rendering. American Monthly, December 1921. 

4, Gertz, “Stormy Petrel,” ch. 26, pp. 4-5. 

5. Viereck, My Flesh, 203; American Monthly, April 1922. 

6. American Monthly, March 1922; July 1921; September 1921. 
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7. Ibid., August 1921; Milwaukee Journal, August 20, 1920, 
Viereck SBS. Viereck apparently turned to the Citizens League after 
a falling out with the “Steubenites in New York . . . [and] the 
United German Societies which organized at that time and was an 
appendix of the Staats-Zeitung and was run by small peanut poli- 
ticians.” Viereck to Gertz, undated, Gertz MSS. The chief spokes- 
man of the Citizens League, Dr. Herman Gerhard, was a graduate 
of Heidelberg and a former editor of the Lincoln, Nebraska, Freie 
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Gertz, “Stormy Fetrel,” ch, 28, pp. 4-6. 
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sponsible brokers.” Ibid., March 1922. He offered to accept Liberty 
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10. Viereck, Roosevelt, 12-16, 25, 27. Viereck’s allegation of 
conspiracy, though exaggerated after his fashion, had some basis in 
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an advertisement of his Roosevelt book. The book, it was said, 
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lishers Weekly, June 21, 1919, Viereck SBS. His former publisher, 
Moffat, Yard, and Co., severed connection with Viereck by return- 
ing the plates of all his books published under their imprint. George 
Sylvester Viereck, The Haunted House and Other Poems (Girard, 
Kan.: Haldemann-Julius Co., 1924), 5. For a time Viereck pub- 
lished under his own imprint, The Jackson Press. 

11. Viereck, Roosevelt, 55-57. Vicreck read Freud avidly in 
the first decade of the twentieth century. His prewar poetry reveals 
this influence—which rapidly grew into an obsession. In the 1920s 
and 1930s Viereck became a popularizer—and vulgarizer—of psy- 
choanalysis. He cultivated Freud’s disciples and inet Freud himself 
on several occasions. He consulted Freud about his personal prob- 
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1933 Freud broke off their correspondence. Sigmund Freud to Vier- 
eck, February 2, 1928, among thirty-one letters from Freud to Vier- 
eck in Freud Letters. See also Gertz, “Stormy Petrel,” ch. 37. 
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Julius Co., 1924). In 1935 Viereck observed to Elmer Gertz that 
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concern to protest against the overemphasis of the purely intel- 
lectual point of view [represented by the book’s hero] as against 
the instincts and feelings which may be more infallible than rea- 
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emulation of his father’s self-disgust when he spoke of the “impo- 
tence of the Intelligentsia.” 

22. Viereck, My Flesh, 367-373; Viereck to Newton D. Baker, 
June 23, 1931, House MSS; Viereck, Strangest Friendship, xiv, 7. 
Viereck’s interpretation of the Wilson-House relationship centers 
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vester Viereck, The Temptation of Jonathan (New York: Christo- 
pher Publishing House, 1938). 

30. Gerhart Falk, “The Immigration of the European Profes- 
sors and Intellectuals to the United States and Particularly the 
Niagara Frontier during the Nazi Era, 1933-1941” (Ph.D. diss., Uni- 
versity of Buffalo, 1970). Falk’s chapter “The German Establish- 
ment” is based on a detailed study of the pro-Nazi Buffalo Volks- 
freund from 1933 to 1941. The paper reprinted editorials and news 
stories from fourteen other German-language papers throughout 
the country. 
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used during the 1920s and 1930s were George Four Corners, Don- 


Notes to Pages 180-184 .. . 306 


ald Furtherman Wicketts, Dr. Claudius Murchison, and Eugen 
Vroom. In 1935 Viereck observed to Gertz that his father, too, was 
“compelled . . . to write under noms de plume.” Viereck, “Putty,” 
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PART THREE: HERMANN HAGEDORN 


9. The Family 


1. Hermann Hagedorn, The Hyphenated Family: An American 
Saga (New York The MacMillan Co., 1960), 15. My account of 
Hagedorn’s family background is derived mainly from his autobi- 
ography and from “Notes for Family Book,” in the Hagedorn Papers. 
The “Notes” were based, in turn, on family documents and cor- 
respondence, also in the Hagedorn Papers. 

2. Hagedorn, Family, 5, 18. 

3. Ibid., 24, 31. Schwedlers entreaty may have provided a 
model for Hermann Hagedorn’s subsequent appeals for “action” on 
the part of the “Boys and Girls of America,” “Americans of German 
Origin,” and especially his call to the “Mothers of New York” on 
behalf of public school reform in Hagedorn, Mothers of New York: 
What of the Children? (New York: Public Welfare Committee 
pamphlet, 1927). 

4. Family, 36. 

8, Ibid. 43: 

6. Hagedorn, “Notes”; Family, 44. 


Notes to Pages 194-203 ... 308 


7. Family, 43. 

8. Ibid., 51. 

9. Irma Hagedorn Bensen to Hermann, Jr., April 4, 1952, Hage- 
dorn Papers; Family, 57, 58. 

10, Family, 73-74; Irma to Hermann, Jr., April 4, 1952, Hage- 
dorn Papers. 

11. Hermann Hagedorn, Sr., to Charlotte Hagedorn, June 26, 
1888, Hagedorn Papers; Family, 75. 

12. Family, 68, 74, 77-78, 88. 

13. Ibid., 67, 88-89. 

14. Ibid., 90-91. 

15. Ibid., 93. Hagedorn’s idealization of the American wilder- 
ness appears in The Horse Thieves (Cambridge: privately printed, 
1909), Roosevelt in the Bad Lands (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 
1921), and Leonard Wood (New York: Harper and Bros., 1931). 
His romantic attachment to the West provided a common ideal 
through which he identified with Roosevelt and Wood. 

16. Family, 20, 77, 99; Irma to Hermann, Jr., April 4, 1952, 
Hagedorn Papers. 

17. Family, 102. Irma Hagedorn Bensen reported that even 
when Father Hagedorn visited his mother in Gottingen before her 
death, he “generally [managed to be] somewhere else,” visiting 
male friends and relatives or taking “business trips.” He “never 
seemed to miss a chance to go off somewhere . . . leaving us alone 
with Grandmother and the aunts.” Irma to Hermann, Jr., April 4, 
1952, Hagedorn Papers. 

18. Family, 101, 113, 126, 130, 135, 136, 140; Irma to Hermann, 
Jr., April 4, 1952, Hagedorn Papers. 

19. Family, 139. 

20. Ibid., 64, 140. 

21. Ibid., 143, 146; Hagedorn, “Notes.” Hagedorn’s The Great 
Maze and the Heart of Youth (New York: The MacMillan Co., 
1916), is dedicated to The Hill School, which he personifies as a 
“Mother of boys”: 


Not with swords, not with guns, 

Mother of boys, you arm your sons .. . 
With a word you gird their souls 

For storms and starry goals, 

And send them over the lands 

With a torch, a torch in their hands. 


22. Family, 141-142, 153. 
23. Erik Erikson, Childhood and Society, 2nd ed. (New York: 
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W. W. Norton and Co., 1963), 331-332, 335. See also David Rod- 
nick, Postwar Germans: An Anthropologist’s Account (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1948), and Bertram Schaffner, Fatherland: 
A Study of Authoritarianism in the German Family (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1948). 

24. Hagedorn, “Notes.” 

25. Ibid. 

26. “Hermann Hagedorn, 1882-1964,” privately printed pam- 
phlet, 1964, Hagedorn Papers. 

27. On Hagedom’s association with the Society of Friends, 
Dorothea Hagedorn Parfit, personal communication, May 19, 1970. 

28. Geoffrey Gorer, The American People (New York: W. W. 
Norton and Co., 1948), 31. See also “The United States and Ger- 
many: A Comparative Study of National Character,” in David C. 
McClelland, The Roots of Consciousness (Princeton: D. Van 
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of American values as McClelland describes it. 

29. Hermann’s correspondence with Marion Meigs, numbering 
some forty-five letters written between 1900 and 1914, is in the 
Hagedorn Papers. 


10. Finding a Vocation 


1. Hermann Hagedorn to Marion Meigs, August 12, 1900; De- 
cember 10, 1901; January 20, 1902; June 25, 1902, Hagedorn Papers. 

2. Ibid, November 14, 1902; Hagedorn, “Diary of Trip to 
Italy, March, 1903, to June, 1903,” Hagedorn Papers. 

3. Hermann Hagedom to Marion Meigs, January 9, 1904; 
March 31, 1904; September 17, 1914, Hagedorn Papers; Family, 162, 
169. 

4. Hagedorn, “Notes”; idem, “The Artist Must Becomc a 
Statesman,” National Academy [of Design] Bulletin, October 1936, 
4-6. The class day poem is reprinted in idem, A Troop of the Guard 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1909), 14. 

5. Hermann Hagcdorn to Marion Meigs, June 18, 1907; June 8, 
1907, Hagedorn Papers. 

6. Family, 171-172. 

7, Ibid, 176. 

8. Ibid., 175; Hagedorn, The Silver Blade (Berlin: Verlag von 
Alfred Unger, 1907), 24. 

9. The Silver Blade, 53. 
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11. Hermann Hagedorn to Annie Hagedorn, October, 1907, 
and to Marion Meigs, September 26, 1907, Hagedorn Papers. Com- 
pare Hagedorn’s reflections on the contrast between Europe and 
America with Viereck’s Confessions of a Barbarian (1910). To 
Viereck, America is a “pristine” woman who shares his bed; to 
Hagedorn, it is a powerful “baby” to whom he defers. The “Micks” 
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giant.” 

12. Family, 163-164, 167-168, 199-201. 

13. Hagedorn, Faces in the Dawn (New York: The MacMillan 
Co., 1914). 

14. Ibid., 219. 

15. Hagedorn, The Woman of Corinth (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1908), 30. 

16. Hagedorn, Poems and Ballads (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 
1912), 26. The image of the closed door is frequently invoked in 
Hagedorn’s writings to indicate that someone feels excluded or sep- 
arated from a person or thing which is of great value and must be 
recovered and embraced. A Troop of the Guard (1909), written be- 
fore she died but published afterward, was dedicated to Annie 
Hagedorn. In a letter dated October 24, 1909, Hermann wrote to 
his father in a hand trembling with emotion as he mentioned the 
ceremonial scattering of his mother’s ashes. Hagedorn Papers. 

17. Hermann Hagedorn to Marion Meigs, July 12, 1911; to Irma 
Bensen, December 7, 1910; July 9, 1913. Hagedorn Papers. About 
the visit to New York Hermann wrote, “there was never a chance 
of getting nearer to him and everyone of us... had moments 
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Bensen, December 7, 1910, Hagedorn Papers. 

18. Interview in the Boston Evening Transcript, December 19, 
1931; Family, 182-183, 202-203. 

19. Hagedorn, The Great Maze, 41-42; Family, 204-205. 

20. The Great Maze, 9-11, 24, and passim. 

Qi, ibid 62, 74, 75, Si) 

22. Ibid., 59. 

23. Outlook 93 (December 18, 1909):878; Independent 74 
(January 2, 1913):53; New York Times March 12, 1916, 7:87; Out- 
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for being “free of the pose of cynicism, skepticism, and worldly 
fatigue which often disfigures the early work of prominent poets.” 
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Outlook 93 (December 18, 1909) :878. In all likelihood, the allusion 
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24. Family, 174. 

25. Ibid. 209. 


11. The Battlefield: Public and Private 


l. Alma Hagedorn to Adolph Hagedorn, September 12, 1914; 
Hermann, Sr., to Adolph and Hermann, Jr., September 13, 1914, and 
September 24, 1914; Irma to Hermann, Jr., October 13, 1914; Her- 
mann, Sr., to Hermann, Jr., November 5, 1914. Hagedorn Papers. 
Family, 217; Hagedorn, “Notes.” 

2. Family, 222; Hagedorn, Makers of Madness (New York: The 
MacMillan Co., 1914); idem, Hymn of Free Peoples Triumphant 
(New York: The MacMillan Co., 1918). See also idem, “Germany 
Interpreted by a German-American,” in William H. Skaggs, ed., 
America and the War in Europe (pamphlet, 1914), 20-24. This 
short essay takes a sympathetic view of the Kaiser and asserts that 
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3. Hermann, Jr., to Irma, July 7, 1915, Hagedorn Papers; Hage- 
dorn to Kuno Francke, February 1915, Francke MSS; Hagedorn, 
Leonard Wood, U, 158. 
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ily, 98, 223. 
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6. New York Times, August 17, 1917, 8:8; Family, 229. 
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